FINDING  OF  NO  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACT 
FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
MEDICAL  -  DENTAL  CLINIC, 

SCHRIEVER  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  COLORADO 

An  environmental  assessment  (EA)  was  prepared  for  a  Proposed  Action  and  two  alterna¬ 
tives  to  construct  a  Medical-Dental  Clinic  (MDC)  at  Schriever  Air  Force  Base  (SAFB),  Colo¬ 
rado.  The  EA  for  this  proposed  project  is  attached.  Construction  for  the  new  facility  is 
proposed  for  the  year  2002. 

The  EA  analyzed  the  environmental  effects  from  the  proposed  action  to  construct  the  fa¬ 
cility  on  the  west  side  of  the  Operational  Support  Facility  (Alternative  1),  the  alternative  of 
constructing  the  MDC  on  the  west  side  of  the  existing  Security  Forces  Building  101  (Alterna¬ 
tive  2),  and  the  no  action  alternative  (Alternative  3).  The  locations  are  presented  on  pages  2-3 
and  2-4  of  the  attached  EA. 

ALTERNATIVE  1  -  PROPOSED  ACTION  -  CONSTRUCT  THE  MEDICAL  - 
DENTAL  CLINIC  ON  THE  WEST  SIDE  OF  THE  OPERATIONAL  SUPPORT 
FACILITY 

The  MDC  would  be  constructed  on  the  west  side  of  the  newly  constructed  Operational 
Support  Facility  (OSF).  The  MDC  would  be  located  close  to  the  secure  area  of  the  base  as 
well  as  the  OSF,  which  would  provide  easy  access  by  base  personnel.  There  would  be  short¬ 
term  air  impacts  during  construction.  There  would  be  no  detrimental  long-term  or  cumulative 
effects  due  to  the  proposed  action. 

ALTERNATIVE  2  -  CONSTRUCT  THE  MEDICAL  -  DENTAL  CLINIC  ON  THE 
WEST  SIDE  OF  THE  SECURITY  FORCES  BUILDING  101 

The  MDC  would  be  constructed  on  the  west  side  of  the  security  forces  building  101.  The 
MDC  would  be  located  close  to  the  secure  area  of  the  base  as  well  as  the  OSF,  which  would 
provide  easy  access  by  base  personnel.  There  would  be  short-term  air  impacts  during  con¬ 
struction.  There  would  be  no  detrimental  long-term  or  cumulative  effects  due  to  the  proposed 
action. 

ALTERNATIVE  3  -  NO  ACTION 

The  MDC  would  not  be  constructed.  Only  emergency  treatment  and  evacuation  would 
continue  to  be  provided  at  Schriever  AFB.  Personnel  would  need  to  travel  to  Peterson  AFB  to 
seek  medical  treatment  and  for  routine  medical  appointments. 
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TABLE  1 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION 


Environmental 

Resource 

Environmental  Impact 

Air  Quality 

Fugitive  dust  and  CO  emissions  during  construction  are  de 
minimus. 

Biological  Resources 

Conversion  of  semi-improved  land  would  not  effect  wildlife, 
threatened  or  endangered  species. 

Cultural  Resources 

No  cultural  resources  are  known  to  occur  on  SAFB. 

Land  Use 

Slight  increase  in  developed  land.  No  prime  farmland  or  state- 
important  farmland  is  present. 

Noise 

Temporary  local  construction  noise  increases;  no  effect  to  noise 
sensitive  receptors.  Noise  during  construction  would  not  exceed 
permissible  levels  at  property  boundary. 

Occupational  Safety 
and  Health 

No  short-term  or  long-term  adverse  safety  and  health  effects  are 
expected. 

Pollution  Prevention 

Negligible  hazardous  materials  generated  during  construction. 

Socioeconomic 

Conditions 

Short  term  benefit  from  construction  jobs.  No  significant  long¬ 
term  change  in  SAFB  work  force,  utilities  service,  or  transporta¬ 
tion 

Soils 

Water  is  expected  to  infiltrate  into  soils. 

Water  Resources 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

Wetlands 

No  risk  or  threat  to  wetlands. 

Cumulative  Effects 

Incremental  increase  in  developed  land,  impervious  surface  and 
stormwater  runoff. 

Environmental  Justice 

This  project  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  upon  minority 
populations  and/or  low-income  populations. 

Irreversible  and 
Irretrievable 
Commitment  of 
Resources 

Irretrievable  commitment  of  materials,  energy,  fuel,  and  labor 
utilized  during  construction  activities. 
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SECTION  1 

PURPOSE  OF  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION 


This  section  describes  the  proposed  ac¬ 
tion,  need  for  the  proposed  action,  related 
environmental  documents,  the  decision  to 
be  made,  scope  of  the  environmental 
analysis  process,  and  applicable  regulatory 
requirements  and  required  coordination. 

1.1  Proposed  Action 

The  50th  Space  Wing  (50  SW), 
Schriever  Air  Force  Base  (SAFB),  CO, 
proposes  to  construct  a  Medical  -  Dental 
Clinic  MDC  on  base  to  provide  a  location 
for  medical  and  dental  care  for  military 
members.  The  MDC  would  be  located 
outside  the  secure  area,  which  is  where 
non-mission  essential  facilities  are  to  be 
sited.  The  MDC  is  proposed  to  be  con¬ 
structed  to  the  west  of  the  newly  con¬ 
structed  Operational  Support  Facility 
(OSF). 

1.2  Need  for  the  Proposed 
Action 

Currently,  there  are  a  dental  clinic  and 
an  ambulance  located  at  SAFB.  The  dental 
clinic  is  undersized  for  the  amount  of  ac¬ 
tive  duty  military  assigned  to  SAFB. 
There  is  no  medical  clinic  at  SAFB.  Per¬ 
sonnel  requiring  routine  medical  care  must 
travel  to  Peterson  AFB  or  the  USAF  Acad¬ 
emy  hospital  for  appointments.  The  MDC 
would  fulfill  a  need  to  provide  medical 
care  to  active  duty  military  personnel  as¬ 
signed  to  SAFB.  The  MDC  would  also 
replace  the  current  undersized  dental  clinic 
at  SAFB. 


1.3  Related  Environmental 
Documents 

The  effects  of  base  development  and 
operations  on  the  existing  environment 
have  been  evaluated  in  the  following  envi¬ 
ronmental  assessments  and  natural  re¬ 
source  and  cultural  resource  management 
plans.  These  studies  cover  the  developed 
portion  of  the  base  and  its  associated 
buffer  and  compatible-use  zones.  Analysis 
of  the  proposed  action  references  these  re¬ 
ports  and  they  are  available  in  the  library 
of  the  Environmental  Flight,  50  CES/CEV, 
Building  500. 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
Operational  Support  Facility  (Inter¬ 
national  Technology  Corp,  1993) 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  Child 
Development  Center  (USAF,  2000) 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
Physical  Fitness  Center  (Parsons  ES, 
1999) 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  Fiscal 
Year  1998  Growth  Plan  (Parsons  ES, 
1998) 

•  Integrated  Natural  Resources  Man¬ 
agement  Plan  (Parsons  ES,  1997a) 

•  Cultured  Resources  Management 
Plan  (Parsons  ES,  1997b) 

1.4  Decision  to  be  Made 

The  chairperson  of  the  SAFB  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Committee  (EPC)  must 
decide  whether  this  Environmental  As¬ 
sessment  (EA)  results  in  a  Finding  of  No 
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Significant  Impact  (FONSI),  or  whether 
further  study  is  necessary. 

1.5  Scope  of  the 
Environmental  Assessment 

This  EA  was  prepared  in  accordance 
with: 

•  The  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA); 

•  The  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  for  im¬ 
plementing  NEPA; 

•  32  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
(CFR)  Part  989,  Environmental  Im¬ 
pact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP); 

•  AFI  32-7060,  Interagency  and  Inter¬ 
governmental  Coordination  for  En¬ 
vironmental  Planning  (IICEP);  and 

•  AFI  32-7061,  The  Environmental 
Impact  Analysis  Process. 

1.6  Applicable  Regulatory 
Requirements 

A  list  of  statutory  and  regulatory  re¬ 
quirements  applicable  to  this  EA  is  pro¬ 
vided  here.  Section  5  of  this  document 
more  completely  discusses  the  applicable 
laws  that  pertain  to  the  proposed  and  alter¬ 
native  actions,  and  identifies  potential 
permit  requirements. 

1.6.1  Federal  Statutes 

•  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970,  42  United 
States  Code  (U.S.C.)  §7401  et  seq.; 

•  Clean  Water  Act  of  1987,  33  U.S.C. 
§1251  et  seq.; 

•  Emergency  Planning  and  Commu¬ 
nity  Right-to-Know  Act  of  1986,  42 
U.S.C.  §11001-11050; 

•  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 
amended  1982  and  1987,  16  U.S.C. 
§1531-1542; 


•  Executive  Order  12856,  Fecleml 
Compliance  with  Right-to-Know 
Laws  and  Pollution  Prevention  Re¬ 
quirements August  1993; 

•  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  of 
1981,  7  U.S.C.  §4201  et  seq.; 

•  Greening  the  Government  through 
Waste  Prevention,  Recycling,  and 
Federal  Acquisition,  Part  4  §401 -Part 
5  §501,  502,  503,  and  Part  7  §701; 

•  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969,  42  U.S.C.  §4321-4347; 

•  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966,  16  U.S.C.  § 470-47 Ot; 

•  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972,  42 
U.S.C.  §4901  et  seq.; 

•  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act 
of  1970,  20  U.S.C.  §333 

•  Pollution  Prevention  Act  of  1990,  42 
U.S.C.  §  13 101(b); 

•  Resource  Conservation  and  Recov¬ 
ery  Act  of  1976,  42  U.S.C.  §6901  et 
seq. 

1.6.2  State  of  Colorado  Regulations 

•  Colorado  dust-control  regulations, 
Colorado  State  Regulation  (CSR) 
No.  1,  Section  3.D(2a)  and  CSR  No. 
3. 

1.6.3  El  Paso  County  Regulations 

•  Fugitive  dust  control  regulations,  El 
Paso  County  Regulation,  Fugitive 
Particulates  and  Open  Burning,  Sec¬ 
tion  10. 
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SECTION  2 

ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


This  section  names  the  three  alterna¬ 
tives,  describes  the  process  used  to  formu¬ 
late  the  alternatives,  identifies  the  site 
selection  criteria,  and  provides  detailed 
descriptions  of  the  alternatives.  The  three 
alternatives  evaluated  in  this  EA  are: 

•  Alternative  1:  Proposed  action  to 
construct  a  medical  -  dental  clinic 
west  of  the  Operational  Support  Fa¬ 
cility; 

•  Alternative  2:  Construct  a  medical  - 
dental  clinic  west  of  building  101; 
and, 

•  Alternative  3:  No  action  alternative, 
personnel  would  be  required  to  use 
the  Peterson  AFB  medical  clinic  for 
care. 

Throughout  the  remainder  of  this 
document,  Alternative  1  is  referred  to  as 
the  “proposed  action,”  and  Alternative  3  is 
referred  to  as  the  "no  action"  alternative. 

2.1  Alternative  Selection  and 
Site  Selection  Criteria 

The  Schriever  Air  Force  Base  General 
Plan  and  Vision  2020  are  the  principal 
documents  guiding  assessment  and  plan¬ 
ning  future  installation  growth  and  devel¬ 
opment  at  SAFB.  Current  SAFB  policy 
dictates  that  new  mission  facilities  or  mis¬ 
sion  support  facilities  will  be  constructed 
within  the  restricted  area,  and  all  non¬ 
mission  functions  will  be  sited  outside  of 
the  restricted  area.  The  restricted  area  is 
the  central  portion  of  the  base  enclosed  by 
a  security  fence. 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  de¬ 
velop  the  alternatives. 


•  The  location  should  be  convenient  to 
personnel  working  in  the  secure  area 
and  the  non-secure  area. 

•  The  selected  alternative  must  meet 
federal,  state,  and  local  environ¬ 
mental  regulations.  Siting  should 
consider  prevailing  winds  and  avoid 
areas  that  would  have  environmental 
siting  constraints. 

2.2  Alternative  1  -  Proposed 
Action 

A  medical  -  dental  clinic  (MDC)  would 
be  constructed  on  the  land  west  of  the  Op¬ 
erational  Support  Facility  (OSF).  This  lo¬ 
cation  is  outside  the  secure  area  of  the 
base.  This  site  would  provide  easy  access 
for  personnel  working  in  both  the  secure 
and  non-secure  areas  of  the  base.  This 
siting  would  allow  for  convenient  access  to 
for  personnel  in  facilities  that  may  be 
planned  in  the  area  according  to  the  20 
year  long  range  plan. 

The  facility  would  be  a  single  story 
structure  with  an  80-foot  height  restriction 
because  of  the  look  angle  of  a  nearby  an¬ 
tenna.  The  “look  angle”  consists  of  the 
range  of  motion  of  the  antenna,  since  it  can 
not  see  through  objects,  the  height  restric¬ 
tion  will  allow  for  full  utilization  of  the 
antenna.  The  building  would  have  a  foot¬ 
print  of  approximately  11,726  square  feet. 
The  location  would  also  be  convenient  for 
access  by  fire  protection  equipment. 

2.3  Alternative  2  -  Construct 
the  MDC  West  of  Building  101 

A  medical  -  dental  clinic  (MDC)  would 
be  constructed  on  the  land  west  of  the  ex¬ 
isting  security  forces  building  (building 
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101).  This  site  allows  for  adequate  use  of 
land  for  this  and  other  proposed  facilities. 

Currently,  the  location  for  alternative  2 
is  a  parking  lot.  This  location  is  outside 
the  secure  area  of  the  base.  This  site 
would  provide  easy  access  for  personnel 
working  in  both  the  secure  and  non-secure 
areas  of  the  base.  This  siting  would  allow 
for  convenient  access  to  for  personnel  in 
facilities  that  may  be  planned  in  the  area 
according  to  the  20  year  long  range  plan. 

The  facility  would  be  a  single  story 
structure  with  an  80-foot  height  restriction 
because  of  the  look  angle  of  a  nearby  an¬ 


tenna.  The  “look  angle”  consists  of  the 
range  of  motion  of  the  antenna,  since  it  can 
not  see  through  objects,  the  height  restric¬ 
tion  will  allow  for  full  utilization  of  the 
antenna.  The  building  would  have  a  foot¬ 
print  of  approximately  11,726  square  feet. 
The  location  would  also  be  convenient  for 
access  by  fire  protection  equipment. 

2.4  Alternative  3  -  No  Action 

The  medical  -  dental  clinic  would  not 
be  constructed  at  Schriever  AFB.  Person¬ 
nel  would  continue  to  have  to  travel  to  Pe¬ 
terson  AFB  for  routine  medical  treatment 
and  examinations. 
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SECTION  3 

AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


This  section  describes  existing  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  environmental  resources  that 
may  be  affected  by  the  alternatives.  For 
this  analysis,  the  affected  area  is  the  area 
surrounding  the  operational  support  fa¬ 
cility  and  building  101.  The  area  in¬ 
cludes  the  proposed  site  location  and  the 
alternative  site  location. 

During  the  field  investigation  con¬ 
ducted  on  April  20,  2000,  it  was  deter¬ 
mined  that  most  of  the  potentially 
affected  resources  at  the  proposed  sites 
were  addressed  in  four  previous  docu¬ 
ments. 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
Operational  Support  Facility  (In¬ 
ternational  Technology  Corp,  1993) 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for 
Child  Development  Center  (USAF, 
2000) 

•  Environmental  Assessment  for  the 
Physical  Fitness  Center  (Parsons 
ES,  1999) 

•  Integrated  Natural  Resources 
Management  Plan,  Falcon  Air 
Force  Base  (Parsons  ES,  1997a) 

This  EA  summarizes  the  previous  de¬ 
scriptions  and  updates  specific  resources 
as  required  to  evaluate  environmental  ef¬ 
fects.  For  a  detailed  description  of  the 
affected  resources,  the  reader  is  referred 
to  these  documents  which  are  on  file  in 
the  library  of  the  Environmental  Flight, 
50  CES/CEV,  Building  500,  Schriever 
AFB. 

SAFB  is  located  in  El  Paso  County 
approximately  10  miles  east  of  Peterson 
AFB  and  16  miles  east  of  downtown 
Colorado  Springs  (Figure  3.2).  The  base 


covers  approximately  6  square  miles  (3,840 
acres)  in  Sections  25  and  26  and  portions  of 
Sections  22,  23,  24,  27,  34,  35,  and  36,  all  in 
Township  14  South,  Range  64  West;  and 
portions  of  Sections  19,  30,  and  31  in  Town¬ 
ship  14  South,  Range  63  West. 

The  developed  areas  of  the  base  are  lo¬ 
cated  within  1  square  mile.  The  developed 
portion  of  the  base  is  surrounded  by  a  3,200- 
acre  buffer  zone,  0.5  miles  wide  on  the 
north,  west,  and  south  sides,  and  1.5  miles 
wide  on  the  east  side.  The  proposed  MDC 


Figure  3.1  -  OSF  Construction 

would  be  located  outside  the  secured  area  of 
the  base,  near  the  operational  support  facil¬ 
ity. 

3.1  Air  Quality 

The  air  quality  of  the  affected  environ¬ 
ment  is  determined  by  the  types  and 
amounts  of  pollutants  emitted  into  the  at¬ 
mosphere,  the  size  of  the  topography  of  the 
air  basin,  and  the  prevailing  meteorological 
conditions.  Activities  with  the  potential  to 
impact  air  quality  at  Schriever  AFB  include 
utilities  or  power  generation  (e.g.,  steam,  hot 
water,  natural  gas,  emergency  electrical 

’■♦''Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 


3-1 
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power),  fuel  handling,  hazardous  chemi¬ 
cal  usage,  vehicle  emissions,  and  fugitive 
dust  from  ground  disturbances  resulting 
from  construction  (URS  Radian,  2000). 

3.1.1  Meteorology 

The  climate  of  El  Paso  County  is 
semi-arid  and  is  influenced  by  the  high 
elevations  of  the  Front  Range  of  the 
Rocky  Mountains  to  the  west,  resulting  in 
moderate  conditions,  with  cool,  sunny 
summers  and  dry,  low-humidity  winters. 
The  average  temperatures  for  winter  and 
summer  are  31.0  degrees  Fahrenheit  (°F) 
and  68.4°F,  respectively.  The  prevailing 
wind  is  from  the  north-northeast  at  an 
average  annual  speed  of  10.4  miles  per 
hour.  Average  annual  precipitation  is 
15.5  inches,  with  approximately  85  per¬ 
cent  of  the  precipitation  occurring  be¬ 
tween  April  and  September,  during  the 
growing  season  (Farsen,  1981). 

The  ambient  air  quality  of  El  Paso 
County  varies  with  local  meteorological 
conditions.  During  the  winter  months 
when  temperature  inversions  and  limited- 
dispersion  conditions  occur,  county  air 
quality  can  be  poor  because  of  the  high 
carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations 
associated  with  roadway  traffic  in  the 
Colorado  Springs  area.  Particulate  im¬ 
pacts  also  can  be  high  in  the  winter,  when 
soil  moisture  and  ground  cover  are  at  a 
minimum,  and  high  wind  speeds  generate 
windblown  dust. 

3.1.2  Air  Pollutants  and 
Regulations 

The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  requires  air 
pollutant  emission  sources  to  comply 
with  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Stan¬ 
dards  (NAAQS).  Criteria  pollutants  are 
those  for  which  NAAQS  have  been  de¬ 
veloped.  Criteria  pollutants  of  interest  in 
this  EA  are  CO,  volatile  organic  com¬ 


pounds  (VOCs),  sulfur  oxides  (SOx),  nitro¬ 
gen  oxides  (NOx),  and  particulate  matter  less 
than  or  equal  to  10  microns  in  diameter 
(PM10). 

The  Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
(APCD)  of  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Public  Health  and  Environment  (CDPHE) 
has  determined  that  Schriever  AFB  is  not  a 
major  source  of  hazardous  air  pollutants  or 
criteria  pollutants,  and  that  SAFB  qualifies 
as  a  synthetic  minor  source  exempt  from 
Titles  III  and  V  of  the  federal  CAA 
Amendments  of  1990  (USAF,  1995).  The 
sources  of  air  emissions  covered  under  the 
synthetic-source  air  emissions  permit,  all  of 
which  are  considered  stationary  sources,  in¬ 
cludes  the  consumption  of  natural  gas  and 
diesel  fuel  in  on-base  boilers,  consumption 
of  diesel  fuel  in  emergency  generators, 
gasoline  and  diesel  refueling  of  vehicles, 
and  diesel  fuel  storage  in  tanks  (URS  Ra¬ 
dian,  2000).  The  1999  basewide  emissions 
summary  for  criteria  pollutants  for  Schriever 
AFB  is  provided  in  Table  3.1. 

As  indicated  in  the  table,  stationary 
source  emissions  are  well  below  the  limits 
set  for  these  sources  at  Schriever  AFB.  The 
primary  sources  of  air  pollutants  near  the 
base  are  mobile  exhaust  sources  (vehicular 
traffic)  and  fugitive  dust  (from  agricultural 
and  construction  activities).  There  currently 
are  no  air  permitting  requirements  for  mo¬ 
bile  sources  at  the  base.  The  regulations  ap¬ 
plicable  to  mobile  sources  are  primarily  state 
regulations  intended  to  reduce  emissions 
from  roadway  vehicles.  Mobile-source 
emissions  at  the  base  include  on-highway 
vehicles  (government-owned  or  personal 
vehicles)  or  off-highway  vehicles  (construc¬ 
tion  and  landscaping  equipment).  All  per¬ 
sonal  and  government-owned  vehicles  must 
comply  with  El  Paso  County  annual  emis¬ 
sion  testing  requirements.  There  are  no  air¬ 
craft  or  other  types  of  mobile  sources  at  the 
base  (URS  Radian,  2000). 

Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 


3-3 


TABLE  3.1 

1999  BASEWIDE  EMISSIONS  SUMMARY  FOR  CRITERIA  POLLUTANTS 
MEDICAL  -  DENTAL  CLINIC  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
SCHRIEVER  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  COLORADO 


Emission  Source 

Emissions  d 

CO 

(tPy)b/ 

VOCs 

(tpy) 

sox 

(tpy) 

NOx 

(tpy) 

PM10 

(tpy) 

Stationary  Sources  c/ 

13.9  (30) 

10.10(20) 

0.43  (30) 

31.8  (90) 

3.88(5.5) 

Sources:  URS  Radian,  2( 

300;  USAF,  1995. 

CO  =  carbon  monoxide;  VOCs  =  volatile  organic  compounds;  SOx  =  sulfur  oxides;  NOx  = 
nitrogen  oxides;  PMio  =  particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter. 
b/  tpy  =  tons  per  year. 

d  Values  in  parentheses  are  the  basewide  stationary- source  emissions  limits  established  in  the 
draft  air  emissions  permit 


Air  quality  regulations  apply  to  con¬ 
struction-related  fugitive  dust.  Fugitive 
dust  emissions  from  construction  projects 
are  considered  to  be  de  minimus  (i.e., 
emissions  that  do  not  reach  or  exceed  ma¬ 
jor-source  thresholds)  (Parsons  ES,  1999). 
Contractors  are  required  to  obtain  a  dust- 
control  permit  from  either  El  Paso  County 
or  the  State  of  Colorado.  El  Paso  County’s 
1987  air  quality  regulations  require  a  per¬ 
mit  for  construction  when  earthwork  dis¬ 
turbs  more  than  1  acre,  but  less  than  25 
acres.  A  state  permit  is  required  if  the  area 
of  disturbance  exceeds  25  acres. 

3.1.3  Regional  Air  Quality 

Colorado  Springs  is  in  Colorado  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  4,  which  includes 
El  Paso,  Park,  and  Teller  Counties.  Colo¬ 
rado  Springs  has  recently  been  designated 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  as  "attainment"  for  meeting  federal 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
(NAAQS). 

The  state  Air  Quality  Division  has  de¬ 
termined  that  Schriever  AFB  is  not  a  major 
source  of  hazardous  air  pollutants  or  crite¬ 


ria  pollutants,  and  that  the  base  qualifies  as 
a  synthetic  minor  source  exempt  from  Title 
ITT  and  Title  V  of  the  federal  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments  of  1990  (USAF,  1995).  Fu¬ 
gitive  dust  emissions  from  construction 
projects  are  considered  to  be  de  minimus 
emission  rates  and  would  not  trigger  major 
source  thresholds.  The  sources  of  air 
emissions  covered  under  the  synthetic  air 
permit  include: 

•  the  consumption  of  natural  gas  in 
the  four  boilers; 

•  consumption  of  diesel  fuel  in  the 
four  boilers; 

•  consumption  of  diesel  fuel  in  gen¬ 
erators  1-7  in  building  600  and 
generators  8-10  in  building  700; 

•  gasoline  refueling  of  vehicles;  and 

•  diesel  fuel  storage  in  the  two 
700,000  gallon  and  two  40,000 
gallon  storage  tanks. 

Air  quality  regulations  apply  to  con¬ 
struction-related  fugitive  dust.  Contractors 
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are  required  to  obtain  a  dust  control  permit 
from  El  Paso  County  if  a  project  disturbs 
up  to  25  acres,  and  from  the  state  if  the 
area  of  disturbance  exceeds  25  acres.  El 
Paso  County's  1987  air  quality  regulations, 
Regulations  for  Fugitive  Particulates  and 
Open  Burning ,  Section  10,  requires  a  per¬ 
mit  for  construction  when  earthwork  dis¬ 
turbances  exceed  1  acre  but  less  than  25 
acres. 

3.2  Biological  Resources 

Biological  resources  include  vegetation, 
wildlife,  fish,  and  threatened  and  endan¬ 
gered  species.  There  are  no  aquatic  life 
resources  on  SAFB  because  permanent 
water  bodies  are  absent.  The  flora  and 
fauna  of  the  site  are  typical  of  the  short- 
grass  prairie  ecosytem  as  modified  by  sub¬ 
urban  or  low-density  development 
common  in  the  eastern  Colorado  plains. 

The  land  outside  the  technical  and  op¬ 
erations  area  is  leased  to  local  ranchers  for 
domestic  livestock  grazing.  Grazing  par¬ 
cels  are  fenced  with  three-strand  barbed- 
wire  fencing. 

3.2.1  Vegetation 

The  area  around  Schriever  AFB  is 
sparsely  vegetated.  With  a  semi-arid  cli¬ 
mate,  sandy  soils,  and  a  high  wind  erosion 
potential,  vegetation  is  difficult  to  establish 
and  slow  to  recover  from  disturbance.  The 
dominant  vegetation  community  in  the  un¬ 
developed  and  semi-improved  areas  at  and 
around  the  base  is  short-grass  prairie 
(grassland),  which  provides  habitat  for  a 
variety  of  insects,  reptiles,  mammals,  and 
birds.  The  area  being  considered  for  the 
MDC  alternatives  consist  of  mowed  grass 
and  a  parking  lot. 

Some  of  the  plant  species  identified 
around  the  proposed  sites  include  blue 
grama  ( Bouteloua  gracilis),  western 


wheatgrass  (. Agropyron  smithii ),  slender 
wheatgrass  (. Agropyron  trachycaulum ), 
three-awn  ( Aristida  purpurea),  buckwheat 
( Eriogonum  sp.),  pepper  grass  (. Lepidium 
virginicum),  leadplant  ( Amprpha  canes- 
cens),  beardtongue  ( Penstemon  sp.), 
woolly  plantain  ( Plantago  patagonica), 
and  western  ragweed  (. Ambrosia  psilo- 
stachva). 

3.2.2  Wildlife 

A  number  of  mammal  species,  a  variety 
of  songbirds  and  raptors,  and  several  am¬ 
phibian  and  reptile  species  are  typical  of 
this  shortgrass  prairie  region  of  eastern 
Colorado  (Parsons  ES,  1997a).  Numerous 
pronghorn  antelope  (Antilocapra  ameri- 
cana),  thirteen-lined  ground  squirrel 
( Spermophilus  tridecemlineatus),  and  kill- 
deer  ( Charadrius  vociferus)  have  been  ob¬ 
served  on  SAFB,  although  none  have  been 
observed  on  the  proposed  site  or  the  alter¬ 
native  site. 

The  Integrated  Natural  Resource  Man¬ 
agement  Plan  (Parsons  ES,  1997a)  identi¬ 
fies  additional  wildlife  species  that  may 
forage,  hunt,  or  nest  in  the  area  at  and  near 
the  base.  These  species  include  silky 
pocket  mouse  ( Perognathus  flavus), 
mourning  dove  ( Zenaicla  macroura), 
homed  lark  ( Ermophila  alpestris),  western 
meadowlark  ( Sturnella  neglecta),  Ameri¬ 
can  robin  ( Turdus  migratorius),  house 
sparrow  ( Passer  domesticus),  and  bull 
snake  ( Pituophis  melanoleucus  savi). 
Other  species  that  potentially  hunt  at  the 
alternative  sites  include  coyote  ( Canis 
latrans),  gray  fox  ( Urocyon  cinereoar- 
genteus),  great  horned  owl  ( Bubo  virginis- 
nus),  American  kestrel  ( Falco  sparverius), 
prairie  falcon  ( Falco  mexicanus),  northern 
harrier  ( Circus  cyaneus),  golden  eagle 
( Aquila  chrysaetos),  and  rough-legged 
hawk  ( Buteo  lagopus). 
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3.2.3  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species 

Consultation  with  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS),  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  (CDOW),  and  Colo¬ 
rado  Natural  Heritage  Program  (CNHP) 
revealed  that  the  base  is  within  the  poten¬ 
tial  distribution  range  of  several  threatened 
and  endangered  species  (Table  3.2).  How¬ 
ever,  there  are  no  records  of  threatened  or 
endangered  species  using  the  proposed  or 
alternative  sites,  and  a  site  visit  did  not  re¬ 
veal  any  evidence  of  threatened  or  endan¬ 
gered  species  using  the  proposed  or 
alternative  sites. 

Previous  studies  and  consultation  with 
CDOW  and  USFWS  identified  the  special- 
concern  species  listed  in  Table  3.2  as  po¬ 
tentially  occurring  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of 
Schriever  AFB.  Appendix  A  provides 
copies  of  the  agency  consultation  letters 
regarding  threatened,  endangered,  and  spe¬ 
cial-concern  species.  No  critical  habitat 
for  species  listed  as  threatened  or  endan¬ 
gered  has  been  designated  at  the  proposed 
MDC  sites  by  CDOW  or  USFWS. 

Although  the  study  area  is  within  the 
historic  range  of  the  federally  listed  endan¬ 
gered  black-footed  ferret,  this  species  has 
not  been  observed  within  base  boundaries. 
Prairie  dogs  are  the  primary  prey  for  the 
black-footed  ferrets.  There  is  no  evidence 
of  prairie  dogs  colonies  at  the  base  or  in 
the  area  of  the  proposed  action  alterna¬ 
tives;  therefore,  ferrets  are  not  expected  to 
inhabit  these  areas. 

The  Preble’s  meadow  jumping  mouse 
recently  was  added  to  the  federal  threat¬ 
ened  species  list  (USFWS,  1998).  Habitat 
for  the  mouse  usually  is  found  in  flood- 
plains  of  intermittent  streams  with  dense 
vegetation.  It  is  unlikely  the  Preble’s 


meadow  jumping  mouse  would  use  upland 
areas  such  as  the  MDC  alternative  sites. 

The  swift  fox  is  a  secretive  species  that 
occurs  in  the  general  region.  It  may  occa¬ 
sionally  use  the  base  and  the  action  alter¬ 
native  sites  for  foraging.  It  is  unlikely  this 
species  dens  within  0.25 -mile  of  the  road¬ 
ways.  No  swift  fox  dens  have  been  ob¬ 
served  on  base.  It  is  likely  the  swift  fox 
would  avoid  developed  areas  such  as  the 
Falcon  Parkway  corridor,  the  area  around 
the  OSF  construction,  or  near  building  101. 

Bald  eagles  ( Haliaeetus  leucocephalus) 
and  other  raptors  do  not  reside  in  the  area, 
but  may  be  observed  as  rare,  transient  mi¬ 
grants.  This  area  does  not  attract  bald  ea¬ 
gles  permanently  because  of  the  lack  of 
prairie  dog  colonies  and  bodies  of  water 
large  enough  to  support  water  fowl  or  fish. 

The  Swainson’s  hawk  is  a  prominent 
nester  in  the  region.  The  ferruginous  hawk 
also  may  nest,  but  is  more  often  observed 
wintering  in  the  region.  Both  of  these 
hawks  have  been  observed  at  the  base,  but 
no  nests  have  been  reported.  The  hawks 
could  hunt  at  the  site  locations;  however, 
suitable  nest  sites  are  not  available  due  to 
the  lack  of  prairie  dog  towns.  The  nearest 
concentration  of  a  ferruginous  hawk 
population  occurs  southeast  of  Pueblo 
(CDOT,  1998). 

The  mountain  plover  was  recently  pro¬ 
posed  for  federal  listing  as  a  threatened 
species  (USFWS,  1999).  This  migratory 
bird  prefers  short-grass  prairie  that  is 
heavily  grazed  by  cattle  or  that  supports 
prairie  dog  colonies.  Short  vegetation, 
bare  ground  (30  percent),  and  level  topog¬ 
raphy  (less  than  5 -percent  slope)  are  rec¬ 
ognized  as  habitat  defining  characteristics 
for  the  mountain  plover  at  both  breeding 
and  wintering  areas.  Since  the  proposed 
site  and  alternative  are  semi-improved  and 


mowed,  or  asphalt,  it  is  highly  unlikely 
mountain  plovers  would  nest  in  these  ar¬ 
eas.  Mountain  plovers  are  philopatric, 
tending  to  return  each  year  to  nest  within 


several  hundred  meters  of  the  previous 
year’s  nest  site;  chicks  return  as  adults  the 
following  year  to  nest  at  their  natal  areas 
(USFWS,  1999). 


TABLE  3.2 

THREATENED,  ENDANGERED,  AND  SPECIAL-CONCERN  SPECIES  THAT 
MAY  OCCUR  IN  THE  VICINITY  OF  SAFB 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Federal  Status/ 
State  Status  ^ 

Potential  SAFB 
Occurrence 

Black-footed  ferret 

Mustela  nigripes 

LE/E 

Unlikely 

Bald  eagle 

Haliaeetus  leucocephalus 

LT/T 

Rare  migrant 

Preble's  meadow  jumping 
mouse 

Zapus  hudsonius  preblei 

LE/U 

Possible  resident 

Swift  fox 

Vulpes  velox 

C/U 

Possible  resident 

Ferruginous  hawk 

Buteo  regalis 

SC 

Possible  nesting/ 
wintering 

Swainson's  hawk 

Buteo  swainsoni 

SC 

Nesting 

Burrowing  owl 

Speotyto  cunicularia 

SC 

Unlikely 

Mountain  plover 

Charadrius  montanus 

c/sc 

Rare  migrant/ 
possible  nesting 

Long-billed  curlew 

Numenius  americanus 

sc 

Rare  migrant 

Cassin's  sparrow 

Aimophila  cassinii 

sc 

Suitable  habitat  not 
present:  presence 
unlikely 

McCowen's  longspur 

Ccilcarius  mccownii 

sc 

Suitable  nesting 
habitat  not  present: 
presence  unlikely 

Chestnut-collared  longspur 

Calcarius  omatus 

sc 

Suitable  nesting 
habitat  not  present: 
presence  unlikely 

Lark  bunting 

Calamospiza  melanocorys 

sc 

Suitable  habitat  is 
present,  species 
probably  present 

Colorado  butterfly  plant 

Gaura  neomexicana  ssp.  colora- 
doensis 

C/U 

Unlikely 

a/  Sources:  Parsons  ES,  1997a;  Essington,  1997;  Gurzick,  1997;  and  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  1999. 
b /  LE  =  Federal  listed  endangered:  species  that  are  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion 
of  their  ranges. 

LT  =  Federal  listed  threatened:  species  that  are  likely  to  become  an  endangered  species  within  the  foreseeable 
future  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  their  range. 

P  =  Proposed  for  federal  listing  as  endangered 

C  =  Federal  candidate  species:  candidates  for  formal  listing;  do  not  have  protected  status. 

E  =  State  of  Colorado  listed  endangered. 

T  =  State  of  Colorado  listed  threatened. 

U  =  Unknown  -  No  state  status. 

SC  =  State  of  Colorado  special  concern,  do  not  have  protected  status. 
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3.3  Cultural  Resources 

A  cultural  resource  inventory  was  com¬ 
pleted  for  the  entire  SAFB  in  1992.  There 
are  no  known  archaeological  or  historical 
properties  on  the  base  eligible  for  listing 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NRHP)  (Parsons  ES,  1997b).  All  areas 
surveyed  were  recommended  for  cultural 
clearance  (Roybal  Corporation,  1992). 

If  subsurface  cultural  materials  were 
found  during  future  excavation  on  SAFB, 
the  Base  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
(BHPO)  would  be  notified.  If  the  BHPO 
determined  that  the  materials  might  be  sig¬ 
nificant,  work  in  the  area  would  be  halted 
until  cleared  to  resume  by  the  State  His¬ 
toric  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO). 

3.4  Land  Use 

Land  use  on  the  base  is  designated  as 
developed,  semi-improved  and  undevel¬ 
oped.  The  land  within  the  restricted  por¬ 
tion  of  the  base  is  designated  as  semi- 
improved  or  improved  (640  ac.).  All  of  the 
3200  acres  in  the  buffer  zone  is  designated 
as  unimproved  except  for  the  10  acres  of 
improved  land  for  warehouse  buildings 
around  the  Community  Activity  Center 
(CAC)  and  Defense  Reutilization  and 
Marketing  Office  (DRMO).  SAFB  leases 
the  undeveloped  portion  of  the  buffer  zone 
for  livestock  grazing  while  conducting  its 
primary  military  mission. 

3.5  Noise 

SAFB  is  located  in  a  rural,  sparsely 
populated  setting  in  which  there  are  few 
nearby  sensitive  noise  receptors.  Normal 
base  operations  involve  communications 
and  satellite  tracking  which  are  not  noise 
generators.  Sources  of  existing  noise  at 
SAFB  include  vehicle  traffic,  landscaping 
and  lawn  care  equipment,  and  activities  in 


the  maintenance  shops  and  central  power 
plant.  No  aircraft  operations  or  facilities 
are  present  on  the  base.  All  vehicle  repair 
and  maintenance  is  conducted  at  Peterson 
AFB. 

Noise  is  most  often  defined  as  unwanted 
sound.  The  relative  magnitude  of  sound 
can  be  measured  and  quantified  in  terms  of 
a  logarithmic  scale  in  units  of  decibels 
(dB). 

Human  hearing  is  not  equally  sensitive 
to  sound  at  all  frequencies.  Therefore,  a 
frequency-dependent  adjustment  called  A- 
weighting  has  been  devised  so  that  sound 
may  be  measured  in  a  manner  similar  to 
the  way  human  hearing  responds.  The  unit 
of  the  A-weighted  sound  level  is  abbrevi¬ 
ated  "dBA."  An  increase  in  the  noise  level 
by  10  dBA  is  judged  by  most  people  to  be 
approximately  twice  as  loud  as  the  former 
level.  Most  people  are  unable  to  detect  a 
change  in  level  of  three  dBA  or  less,  which 
is  equal  to  normal  street  traffic  noise.  A 
level  of  70  dBA  is  equivalent  to  a  gas 
lawnmower  at  100  feet,  and  a  level  of  80 
dBA  is  equivalent  to  a  diesel  truck  at  50 
feet.  Levels  above  105  are  considered  ex¬ 
tremely  loud,  and  the  threshold  of  sense  is 
generally  considered  to  be  above  120  dBA. 
A  military  jet  aircraft  with  afterburners  at 
100  feet  would  be  above  120  dBA.  Noise 
from  typical  construction  equipment  varies 
from  a  maximum  of  76  to  102  dBA  at  25 
feet  (CERL,  1978;  USEPA,  1971;  and 
Beranek,  1992).  Estimated  ambient  noise 
level  at  SAFB  is  40  dBA. 

The  State  of  Colorado  has  established 
maximum  permissible  noise  levels  for  con¬ 
struction  activities  (State  of  Colorado, 
1996).  These  levels  are: 

•  Not  more  than  90  dBA  25  feet  from 
the  property  boundary  for  more  than 
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15  minutes  in  any  one-hour  period, 
and 

Not  more  than  80  dBA  25  feet  from  the 
property  boundary  for  the  period  7:00  p.m. 
and  the  next  7:00  a.m. 

No  noise  issues  would  be  anticipated 
from  use  of  the  MDC. 

3.6  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health 

Safety  hazards  associated  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  action  are  defined  as  those  risks  as¬ 
sociated  with  construction.  Construction 
safety  practices  are  subject  to  requirements 
established  by  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  (OSHA). 

3.7  Pollution  Prevention 

SAFB  is  designated  a  small-quantity 
generator  of  hazardous  waste.  All  toxic 
and  hazardous  wastes  are  stored  at  the 
Central  Hazardous  Waste  Accumulation 
Facility  for  270  days  or  less.  Wastes  are 
transported  off  base  to  licensed  treatment, 
storage,  and  disposal  facility.  The 
Schriever  Air  Force  Base  HAZMAT 
emergency  planning  and  response  plan  es¬ 
tablishes  procedures  and  guidance  for 
SAFB  personnel  to  handle  hazardous  ma¬ 
terials,  and  petroleum  products  in  the  event 
of  an  accidental  discharge,  spill,  or  leak. 
The  plan  provides  both  hazardous  materi¬ 
als  emergency  response  information  as 
well  as  spill  prevention,  control  and  coun¬ 
termeasures  information  (Parsons  ES, 
1997c). 

Hazardous  materials  (HAZMAT)  are 
also  managed  through  the  HAZMART 
"pharmacy"  system  which  controls  the  or¬ 
dering  and  distribution  of  HAZMAT.  The 
operation  of  the  HAZMART  is  a  key  com¬ 
ponent  to  the  base  having  an  effective 


pollution  prevention  program.  Contractors 
must  report  HAZMAT  usage  on  SAFB  to 
the  HAZMART  (AFI  32-7086). 

The  SAFB  fire  department  comprises 
the  core  of  the  initial  response  team  for  any 
HAZMAT  release  and  they  will  isolate, 
evacuate,  and  deny  entry  to  a  hazardous 
material  release.  The  fire  department  is 
equipped  to  contain  and  mitigate  a  spill 
which  does  not  require  the  mobilization  of 
more  than  one  entry  team  or  decontamina¬ 
tion  team  and  does  not  require  the  use  of 
greater  than  Level  B  personal  protection. 
In  the  event  of  a  major  accident,  the  fire 
department  would  seek  the  assistance  of 
the  Colorado  Springs  HAZMAT  team. 
The  SAFB  fire  department  has  a  mutual 
aid  agreement  with  the  Colorado  Springs 
fire  department.  SAFB  personnel  would 
augment  the  Colorado  Springs  team  to 
provide  fire  fighting  capabilities,  primary 
and  secondary  entry  teams,  decontamina¬ 
tion  stations  and  emergency  evacuation. 

3.8  Socioeconomic  Conditions 

The  work  force  at  SAFB  consists  of 
about  4,000  military,  US  Department  of 
Defense  (DoD)  civilian  and  contractor  per¬ 
sonnel.  The  population  has  increased  by 
about  42  percent  since  1992  (SAFB,  2000). 
There  is  no  housing  on  the  base,  so  all  per¬ 
sonnel  commute.  Most  commute  from 
Colorado  Springs  or  Peterson  AFB.  Gen¬ 
eral  growth  trends  for  the  county  reflect 
continued  growth  associated  with  the 
Colorado  Springs  area.  Growth  around  the 
perimeter  of  the  base  has  been  limited  and 
remains  agriculture  and  rural  housing.  The 
potential  future  workforce  expansion  of  the 
base  is  considered  strong  because  the 
base's  mission  is  considered  strategically 
important. 

The  main  access  to  the  base  is  from  the 
west  and  north  by  State  Highway  (SH)  94 
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and  Enoch  Road  respectively.  Average 
daily  traffic  (ADT)  counts  and  level  of 
service  (LOS)  data  from  the  Colorado  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  for  1996  on 
SH-94,  and  average  weekly  daily  traffic 
(AWDT)  counts  from  El  Paso  County  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  for  1997  on 
Enoch  Road  show  a  traffic  volume  of 
9,600  vehicles  on  SH  94  and  7,200  vehi¬ 
cles  on  Enoch  Road.  The  ADT  data  was 
converted  to  AWDT  values  using  a  factor 
of  1.07  (Parsons  Transportation  Group 
Inc.,  1998).  The  LOS  was  rated  as  E  on 
SH  94  and  D  on  Enoch  Road.  The  LOS 
characterize  a  motorists  description  of  such 
factors  as  speed  and  travel  time,  freedom 
to  maneuver,  traffic  interruptions,  and 
comfort  and  convenience.  The  LOS  is 
given  a  letter  designation  from  A  (best )  to 
F  (worst).  The  road  segments  evaluated  in 
the  analysis  were  considered  as  rural  two- 
lane  highways,  with  rolling  terrain  and  10 
percent  of  daily  traffic  occurring  during  the 
peak  hour.  Peak  traffic  volumes  on  both 
roads  typically  occur  during  the  early 
morning  and  early  evening  rush  hours  as 
base  personnel  start  and  end  their  work 
days.  The  maximum  AWDT  for  each  LOS 
were  8,600  vehicles  for  level  D,  15,800 
vehicles  for  level  E,  and  greater  than 
15,800  vehicles  for  level  F. 

3.9  Soils 

The  soil  at  the  location  of  the  proposed 
alternative  site  is  classified  as  Ascalon 
sandy  loam  with  slopes  ranging  from  1  to  3 
percent.  This  soil  is  well  drained  with  a 
permeability  of  0.6  to  6.0  inches  per  hour 
(in/hr)  in  the  top  8  inches,  and  0.6  to  2.0 
in/hr  at  a  depth  of  8  to  30  inches.  The  soil 
has  moderate  engineering  limitations  due 
to  soil  strength,  but  it  is  generally  well 
suited  for  building  construction  (Larsen, 
1981).  The  erosion  and  soil  blowing  haz¬ 
ards  are  rated  as  moderate.  These  soil 
characteristics  require  regular  monitoring 


and  maintenance  to  control  erosion  from 
stormwater  runoff  and  from  high  winds 
that  erode  unvegetated  areas. 

3.10  Water  Resources 

There  are  no  permanent  surface  water 
bodies  or  perennial  streams  present  on 
SAFB.  Several  man-made  livestock  wa¬ 
tering  ponds  and  shallow  depressions  re¬ 
tain  standing  water  on  a  seasonal  or 
temporary  basis.  None  of  the  man-made 
ponds  occur  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  development  site. 

Stream  channels  on  the  base  are  all  un¬ 
named  and  support  only  intermittent  or 
seasonal  flow.  Flow  is  generally  from 
northwest  to  southeast.  The  stream  chan¬ 
nels  convey  water  temporarily  during  peri¬ 
ods  of  wet  weather  or  after  heavy,  intense 
thunderstorms.  Stormwater  runoff  is  typi¬ 
cally  routed  to  these  channels  from  build¬ 
ings,  roads,  and  other  impermeable  areas 
of  the  developed  portion  of  the  base.  A 
50-foot-wide  buffer  zone  on  each  side  of 
the  drainage  that  would  be  protected  from 
livestock  use  was  identified  in  the  natural 
resource  management  plan  (Parsons  ES, 
1997a)  as  a  soil  conservation  measure  to 
help  protect  the  stream  channel  and  banks 
from  water  and  wind  erosion.  This  buffer 
zone  would  function  as  a  constraint  area  to 
development  as  shown  on  Figure  3.3. 
Some  of  the  stream  channels  in  the  unde¬ 
veloped  eastern  portion  of  the  base  have 
been  diked,  dammed,  or  excavated  to 
function  as  surface  runoff  collection  ponds 
for  watering  livestock.  Wetlands  that  have 
formed  in  these  areas  are  discussed  in  Sec¬ 
tion  3.11. 

The  Upper  Black  Squirrel  aquifer  pro¬ 
vides  domestic  and  potable  water  to  SAFB. 
This  aquifer  is  the  primary  water  supply 
source  for  agricultural  and  municipal  users 
in  unincorporated  portions  of  El  Paso 
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County.  The  shallow  aquifer  occurs  from 
25  to  100  feet  below  the  ground  surface. 
SAFB  is  currently  using  about  43  percent 
of  its  contracted  annual  amount  (about  537 
acre-feet  per  year)  of  groundwater  from 
this  source  (Radian  Corporation  1996).  It 
was  estimated  there  is  adequate  water  sup¬ 
ply  available  to  the  base  from  the  Chero¬ 
kee  Metropolitan  Water  District  to  support 
a  moderate  growth  rate.  SAFB  exceeds 
contracted  daily  flow  rates  approximately 
once  each  week  during  summer  months. 
These  exceedances  are  caused  by  irrigating 
landscaping. 

3.11  Wetlands 

A  jurisdictional  wetland  determination 
was  performed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  (1991)  for  SAFB.  Five  juris¬ 
dictional  wetlands  (totaling  about  14  acres) 
and  four  nonjurisdictional  wetlands  (total¬ 
ing  about  5  acres)  were  identified  by  the 
survey  (Figure  3.3).  All  the  jurisdictional 
wetlands  are  small  and  have  standing  water 
present  on  a  temporary  or  seasonal  basis. 
Functions  performed  by  these  sites  appear 
to  include  water  quality  improvement 
through  sediment  retention,  groundwater 
recharge,  and  limited  habitat  for  some 
wildlife  species  (Parsons  ES,  1997a). 
None  of  the  jurisdictional  wetlands  are  at 
or  near  the  proposed  MDC  site  or  the  al¬ 
ternative  site. 
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SECTION  4 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Potential  environmental  consequences 
of  the  three  alternatives  are  described  in 
this  section.  Environmental  consequences 
are  analyzed  for  each  relevant  resource 
area  described  in  Section  3.  Short-term 
and  long-term  effects  are  described  during 
and  after  construction,  as  well  as  cumula¬ 
tive  effects  of  the  proposed  action  and  al¬ 
ternatives.  For  each  resource,  a  definition 
is  provided  under  no  action  for  the  type 
and  magnitude  of  environmental  change 
that  would  be  considered  a  major  impact. 
All  alternatives  were  evaluated  with  the 
same  evaluation  criteria.  Potential  impacts 
are  identified  and  mitigation  measures  are 
discussed  as  appropriate. 

4.1  Proposed  Action 

The  proposed  action  would  entail  con¬ 
structing  a  medical  -  dental  clinic  (MDC) 
on  semi-improved  land  west  of  the  Opera¬ 
tional  Support  Facility  (OSF).  The  MDC 
would  provide  medical  and  dental  care  for 
active  duty  military  personnel. 

4.1.1  Air  Quality 

Focal  air  quality  conformance  with  na¬ 
tional  standards  is  overseen  by  the  PPACG 
through  the  State  Implementation  Plan 
(SIP).  Effects  to  air  quality  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  significant  impacts  if  air  emissions: 

•  Exceeded  limitations  established  in 
the  SIP;  or 

•  Caused  or  contributed  to  any  new 
violation  of  any  standard. 

Construction.  Particulate  matter,  both  in 
the  form  of  visible  dust  and  PMio,  would 
become  entrained  in  the  air  during  the  con¬ 
struction  phase  of  the  project.  In  addition 
to  particulates,  other  criteria  pollutants 


would  be  emitted  during  construction  due 
to  construction  vehicle  operation  and  con¬ 
tractor  work  force  commuting. 

Fugitive  dust  would  be  expected  for  a 
short  term  from  construction  disturbance 
of  the  5 -acre  site.  The  EPA  estimated  that 
uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  from  ground- 
disturbing  activities  would  result  in  55 
pounds  of  PMio  per  acre  per  day.  There¬ 
fore,  construction  of  the  MDC  could  pro¬ 
duce  up  to  275  pounds  of  PMio  from 
uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  per  day.  Dust 
emissions  would  vary  substantially  from 
day  to  day,  depending  on  the  level  of  ac¬ 
tivity,  the  specific  type  of  construction  op¬ 
erations,  and  the  prevailing  weather. 

An  El  Paso  County  dust-control  permit 
would  be  required  for  construction  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  because 
ground  disturbing  activities  would  affect 
more  than  one  acre.  The  county  permit 
requires  best  management  practices  (e.g., 
application  of  water  on  disturbed  ground 
surfaces,  observation  of  restricted  speed 
limits  in  disturbed  areas,  restriction  of 
earthwork  during  high  wind  periods,  and 
various  other  requirements)  to  mitigate 
generation  of  fugitive  dust.  Implementing 
the  mitigating  measures  can  reduce  fugi¬ 
tive  dust  emission  by  50  percent  or  more 
(United  States  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  1985).  Fugitive  dust  emissions 
would  be  cle  minimus  for  PMio  under  state 
air  quality  regulations. 

Activities  associated  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  MDC  would  not  have  a  signifi¬ 
cant  impact  on  the  area’s  air  quality 
because  of  the  short  timeframe  and  rela¬ 
tively  small  project  size.  Therefore,  there 
are  no  significant  short  or  long-term  air 
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quality  impacts  associated  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  proposed  action  and  an  air 
conformity  analysis  would  not  be  required. 

Facility  Operations.  The  users  for  the 
MDC  will  be  active  duty  military  assigned 
to  SAFB.  It  is  expected  they  will  walk 
from  their  duty  location  to  the  MDC  for 
appointments.  There  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  16  medical  -  dental  personnel 
working  at  the  facility.  Currently,  there 
are  7  personnel  assigned  to  SAFB,  therefor 
there  will  be  9  additional  personnel  re¬ 
quiring  additional  vehicle  trips.  Calcula¬ 
tions  from  the  additional  trips  indicated 
levels  of  CO  generated  from  the  trips 
would  be  well  under  cle  minimus  thresh¬ 
olds.  There  would  be  fewer  vehicle  trips 
required  to  Peterson  AFB  and  the  USAF 
Academy  hospital  for  routine  medical  ap¬ 
pointments.  No  significant  adverse  effects 
on  regional  air  quality  are  anticipated  from 
this  usage. 

The  operation  of  a  natural  gas  heating 
system  and  an  air  conditioning  unit  at  the 
MDC  (a  stationary  emissions  source) 
would  not  cause  an  exceedance  of 
NAAQS.  The  HVAC  systems  will  be  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  all  state  and  federal  emis¬ 
sions  regulations.  Because  emissions  of 
criteria  pollutants  are  expected  to  be  low, 
and  because  current  stationary  source 
emissions  are  well  below  limits  established 
for  the  base  (see  Table  3.1),  activities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  completed  MDC  will  not 
have  a  significant  impact  on  air  quality. 
Therefore,  there  are  no  significant  short-  or 
long-term  air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  alternative,  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  MDC  would  not  require  an  air 
conformity  analysis. 


4.1.2  Biological  Resources 

An  effect  to  biological  resources  would 
be  considered  an  impact  if  one  or  more  of 
the  following  conditions  occurred. 

•  The  project  "may  affect"  federally- 
listed  or  proposed  for  listing  as 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  or 
animal  species  or  their  designated 
critical  habitat. 

•  The  project  would  degrade  the  habi¬ 
tat  or  result  in  the  loss  of  rare  or  spe¬ 
cial-interest  plant  or  animal  species; 
or 

•  The  project  would  cause  the  loss  of 
the  only  example  of  a  biological 
community  type  present  on  base. 

4.1 .2.1  Vegetation 

The  site  for  the  proposed  action  is 
sparsely  vegetated.  The  dominant  vegeta¬ 
tion  community  in  the  action  alternative 
locations  is  semi-improved  land,  which  is 
mowed,  and  an  asphalt  parking  lot.  Con¬ 
struction  of  the  proposed  action  would  re¬ 
sult  in  the  conversion  of  5-acres  of  grass  to 
impervious  surfaces  and  landscaped  areas. 
The  acres  being  converted  are  not  consid¬ 
ered  of  special  interest  to  federal,  state,  or 
public  resource  protection  and  manage¬ 
ment  organizations.  There  would  be  no 
significant  impacts  associated  with  the 
proposed  action  on  local  vegetation  com¬ 
munities. 

4.1 .2.2  Wildlife 

No  significant  impacts  on  wildlife 
would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed 
action  or  alternatives.  The  remaining 
buffer  zone  around  the  secure  area  of  the 
base  has  more  suitable  habitat  than  the 
proposed  action  site,  therefore,  impacts  on 
wildlife  attributes  would  be  minimal. 
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4.1. 2.3  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species 

The  project  site  does  not  occur  in  areas 
known  or  likely  to  be  used  by  the  currently 
protected  threatened  or  endangered  species 
listed  in  Table  3.2.  There  are  no  unique  or 
special-interest  biological  communities 
present  that  could  be  affected.  Therefore, 
it  would  be  unlikely  the  proposed  action 
would  significantly  affect  current  SAFB 
biodiversity  conditions. 

4.1.3  Cultural  Resources 

An  effect  to  cultural  resources  would  be 
considered  an  impact  if  one  or  more  of  the 
following  conditions  occurred: 

•  The  project  caused  the  loss  of  or 
substantial  change  in  a  cultural  re¬ 
source  or  site  listed  on  the  NRHP;  or 

•  The  project  caused  the  loss  of  or 
substantial  change  in  a  cultural  re¬ 
source  or  site  eligible  for  listing  on 
the  NRHP. 

The  proposed  action  would  not  produce 
direct  or  indirect  impacts  to  cultural  re¬ 
sources  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
NRHP  because  such  resources  are  not  pre¬ 
sent  on  SAFB. 

4.1.4  Land  Use 

A  change  in  land  use  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  an  impact  under  any  of  the  following 
conditions  of  change: 

•  Nonconformance  with  SAFB  land 
use  plans; 

•  Conversion  of  prime  agriculture  land 
or  land  of  statewide  importance  to 
other  uses;  or 

•  Conflicts  with  environmental  goals 
and  USAF  regulations. 

The  proposed  action  would  result  in  the 
development  of  approximately  5 -acres 


semi-improved  land  on  SAFB.  No  prime 
agricultural  land  or  land  of  statewide  im¬ 
portance  occurs  on  SAFB.  Therefore, 
these  resources  would  not  be  affected  by 
construction  of  a  MDC.  There  would  be 
no  significant  impact  on  land  use  under  the 
proposed  action. 

4.1.5  Noise 

A  noise  effect  would  be  considered  an 
impact  if  it: 

•  Caused  physical  damage  to  a  human 
ear,  or  permanent  hearing  loss; 

•  Exceeded  the  State  of  Colorado 
maximum  permissible  noise  levels; 
or 

•  Substantially  increased  the  ambient 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas  with 
noise- sensitive  receptors. 

The  proposed  action  would  not  increase 
long-term  ambient  noise  levels  above  ex¬ 
isting  conditions,  or  effect  noise  sensitive 
receptors  during  sensitive  time  periods 
between  7:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  the  next 
morning. 

Short-term  effects  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  period  may  be  caused  by  construction 
equipment.  Typical  construction  equip¬ 
ment  such  as  cranes,  cement  trucks,  grad¬ 
ers,  and  semi-trucks  produce  maximum 
noise  levels  of  73  to  102  dBA  at  a  distance 
of  25  feet  (CERL,  1978;  USEPA,  1971; 
and  Beranek,  1992).  The  proposed  site  is 
located  in  the  developed  area  of  the  base. 
No  residential  or  commercial  activities  are 
located  near  the  site.  Noise  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  state  of  Colorado  maximum  permis¬ 
sible  levels  beyond  the  property  boundary. 

4.1.6  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health 

An  action  would  be  considered  to  have 
a  significant  impact  if  it: 
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•  Created  an  unsafe  working  environ¬ 
ment;  or 

•  Violated  NFPA  Standard  1500. 

No  short-term  or  long-term  adverse 
safety  and  health  affects  are  expected  from 
construction  and  operation  of  the  MDC. 
OSHA  regulations  pertaining  to  construc¬ 
tion  and  operations  would  be  followed. 

4.1.7  Pollution  Prevention 

The  pollution-prevention  effects  of  an 
alternative  would  be  considered  an  impact 
if  it  resulted  in: 


contractor.  Any  hazardous  waste  gener¬ 
ated  from  the  operation  of  the  proposed 
facility  would  be  managed  through  the 
hazardous  waste  program  currently  in  ex¬ 
istence  at  Schriever  AFB. 

4.1.8  Socioeconomic  Conditions 

A  socioeconomic  change  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  an  impact  if  it  resulted  in: 

•  Substantial  changes  in  the  local 
population  or  work  force; 

•  The  need  for  substantial  increase  in 
utilities  or  service;  or 


•  Release  of  a  regulated  waste; 

•  Noncompliance  with  applicable 
Pollution  Prevention  Management 
Action  Plan  (P2MAP)  and  HAZMAT 
plan;  or 

•  Amounts  of  generated  waste  that  ex¬ 
ceeded  available  waste  management 
capacities. 

Pollution  generating  activities  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  proposed  action  would  occur 
during  facility  construction  and  operation. 
These  activities  would  not  cause  a  release 
of  a  regulated  waste,  exceed  available 
waste  handling  capacity  or  not  conform 
with  the  PiMAP.  Construction  debris 
would  be  considered  solid  waste  and 
would  be  disposed  in  the  county  landfill. 

Infectious  waste  may  be  generated  dur¬ 
ing  operation  of  the  proposed  facility.  In¬ 
fectious  waste  would  be  stored,  packaged, 
contained  in  a  manner  that  prevents  release 
of  waste  material  and  in  a  manner  such  that 
nuisance  conditions  would  not  occur.  In¬ 
fectious  wastes  generated  at  Peterson  AFB 
and  the  Air  Force  Academy  are  disposed 
of  through  a  contract  with  their  waste  dis¬ 
posal  contractor.  Infectious  wastes  gener¬ 
ated  at  Schriever  AFB  from  the  operation 
of  the  proposed  action  would,  similarly,  be 
disposed  of  through  the  waste  disposal 


•  An  increase  in  transportation  that 
would  change  the  LOS  or  require 
extensive  construction  of  road  im¬ 
provements. 

The  proposed  action  would  have  a  very 
limited  effect  on  socioeconomic  conditions 
at  SAFB.  Constructing  the  proposed  facil¬ 
ity  would  result  in  a  positive  benefit  from 
jobs  and  revenue  generated  during  building 
construction.  However  the  magnitude  of 
effects  would  be  localized  and  short-term 
because  the  complexity  of  the  construction 
project  is  limited  and  would  be  completed 
in  a  year  or  less.  Once  constructed,  the 
MDC  would  generate  a  nominal  increase 
in  the  workforce  and  traffic  because  the 
MDC  staffing  requirements  would  require 
nine  additional  medical  -  dental  personnel 
to  be  assigned  to  SAFB.  Military  person¬ 
nel  already  assigned  to  the  base  would  be 
personnel  eligible  to  receive  health  care. 

4.1.9  Soils 

A  change  in  soil  conditions  would  be 
considered  an  impact  if  it: 

•  Causes  sedimentation  in  wetlands 
and  permanent  surface  waters; 

•  Results  in  loss  of  prime,  unique,  or 
state-important  farmlands;  or 
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•  Results  in  the  loss  of  land  use  due  to 
soil  erosion  or  steep  slopes. 

The  proposed  action  would  result  in 
shallow  soil  alterations  of  approximately 
5-acres.  It  is  possible  that  pockets  of  un¬ 
stable  soil  are  present  at  the  action  alterna¬ 
tive  sites.  If  such  soils  are  encountered 
during  construction,  the  affected  soil  vol¬ 
ume  should  be  over-excavated  and  re¬ 
placed  with  structural  fill.  After  the 
revegetated  areas  in  the  proposed  action 
became  established,  erosion  and  uncon¬ 
trolled  precipitation  runoff  would  be 
minimal  over  a  majority  of  the  site,  result¬ 
ing  in  a  beneficial  long-term  impact  on 
soils  through  stabilization  and  a  reduced 
potential  for  erosion. 

Standard  construction  practices  and  El 
Paso  County  dust-control  permits  require 
implementation  of  short-term  mitigation 
measures,  such  as  application  of  water  to 
disturbed  surface  areas,  observation  of  re¬ 
stricted  speed  limits  in  disturbed  areas,  re¬ 
stricting  earthwork  during  high-wind 
periods,  and  various  other  measures  to 
minimize  wind  erosion  and  control  runoff 
during  construction.  Implementation  of 
these  practices  would  ensure  that  soil  ero¬ 
sion  due  to  the  proposed  action  is  mini¬ 
mized. 

4.1.10  Water  Resources 

Changes  in  either  surface  water  or 
groundwater  conditions  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  an  impact  on  water  resources  if  they: 

•  Result  in  degradation  of  surface  wa¬ 
ter  or  groundwater  quality  such  that 
an  existing  use  would  be  impaired,  a 
designated  use  could  not  be 
achieved,  or  new  or  additional  viola¬ 
tions  of  water  quality  standards  oc¬ 
curred;  or 


•  Cause  a  shortage  in  the  SAFB's  or 
adjacent  landowners  water  supply 
systems  under  existing  water  rights. 

This  alternative  would  not  cause  or  cre¬ 
ate  changes  in  the  existing  groundwater  or 
surface  water  conditions  or  uses  at  SAFB. 
Currently,  there  are  no  surface  bodies  pre¬ 
sent  that  would  be  degraded  by  practices 
associated  with  this  alternative.  Stormwa¬ 
ter  runoff  generated  by  increased  impervi¬ 
ous  surfaces  is  expected  to  infiltrate  into 
the  soil  and  would  not  be  received  by  per¬ 
manent  streams,  ponds,  or  wetlands.  Thus, 
there  would  be  no  impacts  to  existing  wa¬ 
ter  quality  standards.  Therefore,  there 
would  be  no  direct  or  indirect  impacts  to 
water  resources  from  this  alternative. 

A  Construction  Storm  Water  Discharge 
Permit  (NPDES  permit)  would  be  required 
for  the  construction  of  this  alternative.  A 
permit  must  be  obtained  from  CDPHE, 
Water  Quality  Division,  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction  activities,  if  more  than  1  acres 
of  land  are  disturbed.  Since  construction 
of  the  MDC  would  result  in  the  distur¬ 
bance  of  more  than  1  acres,  a  NPDES 
permit  would  be  required.  Standard  con¬ 
struction  practices,  such  as  using  silt 
fences,  would  be  used  to  control  the  runoff 
from  the  site. 

4.1.11  Wetlands 

Changes  in  jurisdictional  wetlands 
would  be  considered  an  impact  if  they: 

•  Result  in  the  permanent  loss  of  wet¬ 
land  areas  because  of  filling  or  exca¬ 
vation  activities  or  because  of 
substantial  and  permanent  change  in 
surface  water  or  groundwater  hy¬ 
drology;  or 

•  Result  in  the  loss  or  substantial 
change  in  existing  functions  being 
provided  by  the  existing  wetlands. 
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The  proposed  action  would  not  result  in 
any  direct  or  indirect  physical  or  hydro- 
logical  changes  to  existing  jurisdictional 
wetlands.  This  alternative  would  not  pro¬ 
duce  changes  in  current  wetland  functions 
or  hydrologic  regimes.  Thus,  there  would 
be  no  direct  or  indirect  wetland  impacts 
associated  with  this  alternative. 

4.1.12  Cumulative  Effects 

Cumulative  effects  associated  with  the 
proposed  action  include  an  incremental 
increase  in  impervious  land  and  stormwa¬ 
ter  runoff  from  the  impervious  surface. 
These  cumulative  effects  would  not  have  a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  the  environ¬ 
ment. 

4.1.13  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable 
Commitment  of  Resources 

There  would  be  an  irretrievable  com¬ 
mitment  of  materials,  energy,  fuel,  and  la¬ 
bor  utilized  during  construction  activities 
associated  with  this  alternative.  Building 
and  construction  equipment  wear  (i.e.,  de¬ 
preciation)  also  would  be  irreversible.  The 
irretrievable  resources  to  be  committed  are 
typical  for  the  scale  of  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect.  Implementation  of  best  construction 
management  practices,  standard  equipment 
maintenance  schedules,  and  use  of  energy 
conservation  and  recycling  measures  dur¬ 
ing  building  operation  would  minimize  the 
use  of  irretrievable  resources.  At  the  end 
of  the  useful  life  of  the  facility,  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  some  building  materials  (e.g., 
asphalt  and  concrete,  scrap  metal,  and  fix¬ 
tures)  could  be  retrieved  for  recycling  and 
reuse. 

4.1.14  Environmental  Justice 

Executive  Order  (EO)  12898,  Federal 
Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice 
in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populations ,  was  issued  on  1 1  Feb  94.  The 
EO  requires  federal  agencies  to  identify 


and  address,  as  appropriate,  disproportion¬ 
ately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or 
environmental  effects  of  their  programs, 
policies,  and  activities  on  minority  and 
low-income  populations. 

•  An  adverse  impact  would  have  a 
deleterious  effect  on  human  health  or 
the  environment  that  is  significant, 
unacceptable,  or  above  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  norms. 

No  adverse  impacts  would  be  borne  by 
human  populations;  therefore,  this  alterna¬ 
tive  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
upon  minority  populations  and/or  low- 
income  populations. 

4.2  Alternative  2  -  Construct 
the  MDC  West  of  Building  101 

Alternative  2  would  entail  constructing 
a  medical  -  dental  clinic  (MDC)  on  an  ex¬ 
isting  parking  lot  west  of  the  building  101, 
which  is  occupied  by  SAFB  Security 
Forces.  The  MDC  would  provide  medical 
and  dental  care  for  active  duty  military 
personnel. 

4.2.1  Air  Quality 

Local  air  quality  conformance  with  na¬ 
tional  standards  is  overseen  by  the  PPACG 
through  the  State  Implementation  Plan 
(SIP).  Effects  to  air  quality  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  significant  impacts  if  air  emissions: 

•  Exceeded  limitations  established  in 
the  SIP;  or 

•  Caused  or  contributed  to  any  new 
violation  of  any  standard. 

Construction.  Particulate  matter,  both  in 
the  form  of  visible  dust  and  PMio,  would 
become  entrained  in  the  air  during  the  con¬ 
struction  phase  of  the  project.  In  addition 
to  particulates,  other  criteria  pollutants 
would  be  emitted  during  construction  due 
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to  construction  vehicle  operation  and  con¬ 
tractor  work  force  commuting. 

Fugitive  dust  would  be  expected  for  a 
short  term  from  construction  disturbance 
of  the  5 -acre  site.  The  EPA  estimated  that 
uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  from  ground- 
disturbing  activities  would  result  in  55 
pounds  of  PMio  per  acre  per  day.  There¬ 
fore,  construction  of  the  MDC  could  pro¬ 
duce  up  to  275  pounds  of  PMi0  from 
uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  per  day.  Dust 
emissions  would  vary  substantially  from 
day  to  day,  depending  on  the  level  of  ac¬ 
tivity,  the  specific  type  of  construction  op¬ 
erations,  and  the  prevailing  weather. 

An  El  Paso  County  dust-control  permit 
would  be  required  for  construction  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  because 
ground  disturbing  activities  would  affect 
more  than  one  acre.  The  county  permit 
requires  best  management  practices  (e.g., 
application  of  water  on  disturbed  ground 
surfaces,  observation  of  restricted  speed 
limits  in  disturbed  areas,  restriction  of 
earthwork  during  high  wind  periods,  and 
various  other  requirements)  to  mitigate 
generation  of  fugitive  dust.  Implementing 
the  mitigating  measures  can  reduce  fugi¬ 
tive  dust  emission  by  50  percent  or  more 
(USEPA,  1985).  Fugitive  dust  emissions 
would  be  cle  minimus  for  PMio  under  state 
air  quality  regulations. 

Activities  associated  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  MDC  would  not  have  a  signifi¬ 
cant  impact  on  the  area’s  air  quality 
because  of  the  short  timeframe  and  rela¬ 
tively  small  project  size.  Therefore,  there 
are  no  significant  short-  or  long-term  air 
quality  impacts  associated  with  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  proposed  action  and  an  air 
conformity  analysis  would  not  be  required. 

Facility  Operations.  The  users  for  the 
MDC  will  be  active  duty  military  assigned 


to  SAFB.  It  is  expected  they  will  walk 
from  their  duty  location  to  the  MDC  for 
appointments.  There  would  be  approxi¬ 
mately  16  medical  -  dental  personnel 
working  at  the  facility.  Currently,  there 
are  7  personnel  assigned  to  SAFB,  therefor 
there  will  be  9  additional  personnel  re¬ 
quiring  additional  vehicle  trips.  Calcula¬ 
tions  from  the  additional  trips  indicated 
levels  of  CO  generated  from  the  trips 
would  be  well  under  de  minimus  thresh¬ 
olds.  There  would  be  fewer  vehicle  trips 
required  to  Peterson  AFB  and  the  USAF 
Academy  hospital  for  routine  medical  ap¬ 
pointments.  No  significant  adverse  effects 
on  regional  air  quality  are  anticipated  from 
this  usage. 


The  operation  of  a  natural  gas  heating 
system  and  an  air  conditioning  unit  at  the 
MDC  (a  stationary  emissions  source) 
would  not  cause  an  exceedance  of 
NAAQS.  The  HVAC  systems  will  be  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  all  state  and  federal  emis¬ 
sions  regulations.  Because  emissions  of 
criteria  pollutants  are  expected  to  be  low, 
and  because  current  stationary  source 
emissions  are  well  below  limits  established 
for  the  base  (see  Table  3.1),  activities  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  completed  MDC  will  not 
have  a  significant  impact  on  air  quality. 
Therefore,  there  are  no  significant  short-  or 
long-term  air  quality  impacts  associated 
with  the  proposed  alternative,  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  MDC  would  not  require  an  air 
conformity  analysis. 


4.2.2  Biological  Resources 

An  effect  to  biological  resources  would 
be  considered  an  impact  if  one  or  more  of 
the  following  conditions  occurred. 
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The  project  "may  affect"  federally- 
listed  or  proposed  for  listing  as 
threatened  or  endangered  plant  or 
animal  species  or  their  designated 
critical  habitat. 
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•  The  project  would  degrade  the  habi¬ 
tat  or  result  in  the  loss  of  rare  or  spe¬ 
cial-interest  plant  or  animal  species; 
or 

•  The  project  would  cause  the  loss  of 
the  only  example  of  a  biological 
community  type  present  on  base. 

4.2.2. 1  Vegetation 

The  site  for  alternative  2  is  an  asphalt 
parking  lot.  There  would  be  no  significant 
impacts  associated  with  alternative  2  on 
local  vegetation  communities. 

4. 2.2. 2  Wildlife 

No  significant  impacts  on  wildlife 
would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  alternative. 

4.2.2.3  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species 

The  project  site  does  not  occur  in  areas 
known  or  likely  to  be  used  by  the  currently 
protected  threatened  or  endangered  species 
listed  in  Table  3.2.  There  are  no  unique  or 
special-interest  biological  communities 
present  that  could  be  affected.  Therefore, 
it  would  be  unlikely  the  proposed  action 
would  significantly  affect  current  SAFB 
biodiversity  conditions. 

4.2.3  Cultural  Resources 

An  effect  to  cultural  resources  would  be 
considered  an  impact  if  one  or  more  of  the 
following  conditions  occurred: 

•  The  project  caused  the  loss  of  or 
substantial  change  in  a  cultural  re¬ 
source  or  site  listed  on  the  NRHP;  or 

•  The  project  caused  the  loss  of  or 
substantial  change  in  a  cultural  re¬ 
source  or  site  eligible  for  listing  on 
the  NRHP. 

Alternative  2  would  not  produce  direct 
or  indirect  impacts  to  cultural  resources 
listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP 


because  such  resources  are  not  present  on 
SAFB. 

4.2.4  Land  Use 

A  change  in  land  use  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  an  impact  under  any  of  the  following 
conditions  of  change: 

•  Nonconformance  with  SAFB  land 
use  plans; 

•  Conversion  of  prime  agriculture  land 
or  land  of  statewide  importance  to 
other  uses;  or 

•  Conflicts  with  environmental  goals 
and  USAF  regulations. 

Alternative  2  would  result  in  the  con¬ 
version  of  existing  parking  area  to  a 
building.  No  prime  agricultural  land  or 
land  of  statewide  importance  occurs  on 
SAFB.  Therefore,  these  resources  would 
not  be  affected  by  construction  of  a  MDC. 
There  would  be  a  loss  of  available  parking, 
however,  there  would  be  no  significant 
impact  on  land  use  under  this  alternative. 

4.2.5  Noise 

A  noise  effect  would  be  considered  an 
impact  if  it: 

•  Caused  physical  damage  to  a  human 
ear,  or  permanent  hearing  loss; 

•  Exceeded  the  State  of  Colorado 
maximum  permissible  noise  levels; 
or 

•  Substantially  increased  the  ambient 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas  with 
noise- sensitive  receptors. 

Alternative  2  would  not  increase  long¬ 
term  ambient  noise  levels  above  existing 
conditions,  or  effect  noise  sensitive  recep¬ 
tors  during  sensitive  time  periods  between 
7:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  the  next  morning. 
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Short-term  effects  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  period  may  be  caused  by  construction 
equipment.  Typical  construction  equip¬ 
ment  such  as  cranes,  cement  trucks,  grad¬ 
ers,  and  semi-trucks  produce  maximum 
noise  levels  of  73  to  102  dBA  at  a  distance 
of  25  feet  (CERE,  1978;  EPA,  1971;  and 
Beranek,  1992).  The  alternative  2  site  is 
located  outside  the  secure  area  of  the  base 
in  an  existing  asphalt  parking  area.  No 
residential  or  commercial  activities  are  lo¬ 
cated  near  the  site.  Noise  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  state  of  Colorado  maximum 
permissible  levels  beyond  the  property 
boundary. 

4.2.6  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health 

An  action  would  be  considered  to  have 
a  significant  impact  if  it: 

•  Created  an  unsafe  training  environ¬ 
ment;  or 

•  Violated  NFPA  Standard  1500. 

No  short-term  or  long-term  adverse 
safety  and  health  affects  are  expected  from 
construction  and  operation  of  the  MDC. 
OSHA  regulations  pertaining  to  construc¬ 
tion  and  operations  would  be  followed. 

4.2.7  Pollution  Prevention 

The  pollution-prevention  effects  of  an 
alternative  would  be  considered  an  impact 
if  it  resulted  in: 

•  Release  of  a  regulated  waste; 

•  Noncompliance  with  applicable 
Pollution  Prevention  Management 
Action  Plan  (P2MAP)  and  HAZMAT 
plan;  or 

•  Amounts  of  generated  waste  that  ex¬ 
ceeded  available  waste  management 
capacities. 

Pollution  generating  activities  associ¬ 
ated  with  alternative  2  would  occur  during 


facility  construction  and  operation.  These 
activities  would  not  cause  a  release  of  a 
regulated  waste,  exceed  available  waste 
handling  capacity  or  not  conform  with  the 
PiMAP.  Construction  debris  would  be 
considered  solid  waste  and  would  be  dis¬ 
posed  in  the  county  landfill. 

Infectious  waste  may  be  generated  dur¬ 
ing  operation  of  alternative  2.  Infectious 
waste  would  be  stored,  packaged,  con¬ 
tained  in  a  manner  that  prevents  release  of 
waste  material  and  in  a  manner  such  that 
nuisance  conditions  would  not  occur.  In¬ 
fectious  wastes  generated  at  Peterson  AFB 
and  the  Air  Force  Academy  are  disposed 
of  through  a  contract  with  their  waste  dis¬ 
posal  contractor.  Infectious  wastes  gener¬ 
ated  at  Schriever  AFB  from  the  operation 
of  alternative  2  would,  similarly,  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  through  the  waste  disposal  con¬ 
tractor.  Any  hazardous  waste  generated 
from  the  operation  of  alternative  2  would 
be  managed  through  the  hazardous  waste 
program  currently  in  existence  at  Schriever 
AFB. 

4.2.8  Socioeconomic  Conditions 

A  socioeconomic  change  would  be  con¬ 
sidered  an  impact  if  it  resulted  in: 

•  Substantial  changes  in  the  local 
population  or  work  force; 

•  The  need  for  substantial  increase  in 
utilities  or  service;  or 

•  An  increase  in  transportation  that 
would  change  the  EOS  or  require 
extensive  construction  of  road  im¬ 
provements. 

The  proposed  action  would  have  a  very 
limited  effect  on  socioeconomic  conditions 
at  SAFB.  Constructing  the  proposed  facil¬ 
ity  would  result  in  a  positive  benefit  from 
jobs  and  revenue  generated  during  building 
construction.  However  the  magnitude  of 
effects  would  be  localized  and  short-term 
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because  the  complexity  of  the  construction 
project  is  limited  and  would  be  completed 
in  a  year  or  less.  Once  constructed,  the 
MDC  would  generate  a  nominal  increase 
in  the  workforce  and  traffic  because  the 
MDC  staffing  requirements  would  require 
nine  additional  medical  -  dental  personnel 
to  be  assigned  to  SAFB.  Military  person¬ 
nel  already  assigned  to  the  base  would  be 
personnel  eligible  to  receive  health  care. 

4.2.9  Soils 

A  change  in  soil  conditions  would  be 
considered  an  impact  if  it: 

•  Causes  sedimentation  in  wetlands 
and  permanent  surface  waters; 

•  Results  in  loss  of  prime,  unique,  or 
state-important  farmlands;  or 

•  Results  in  the  loss  of  land  use  due  to 
soil  erosion  or  steep  slopes. 

Construction  of  this  alternative  would 
result  in  shallow  soil  alterations  of  ap¬ 
proximately  5  acres.  It  is  possible  that 
pockets  of  unstable  soil  are  present  at  the 
action  alternative  sites.  If  such  soils  are 
encountered  during  construction,  the  af¬ 
fected  soil  volume  should  be  over¬ 
excavated  and  replaced  with  structural  fill. 

Standard  construction  practices  and  El 
Paso  County  dust-control  permits  require 
implementation  of  short-term  mitigation 
measures,  such  as  application  of  water  to 
disturbed  surface  areas,  observation  of  re¬ 
stricted  speed  limits  in  disturbed  areas,  re¬ 
stricting  earthwork  during  high-wind 
periods,  and  various  other  measures  to 
minimize  wind  erosion  and  control  mnoff 
during  construction.  Implementation  of 
these  practices  would  ensure  that  soil  ero¬ 
sion  due  to  the  alternative  is  minimized. 


4.2.10  Water  Resources 

Changes  in  either  surface  water  or 
groundwater  conditions  would  be  consid¬ 
ered  an  impact  on  water  resources  if  they: 

•  Result  in  degradation  of  surface  wa¬ 
ter  or  groundwater  quality  such  that 
an  existing  use  would  be  impaired,  a 
designated  use  could  not  be 
achieved,  or  new  or  additional  viola¬ 
tions  of  water  quality  standards  oc¬ 
curred;  or 

•  Cause  a  shortage  in  the  SAFB's  or 
adjacent  landowners  water  supply 
systems  under  existing  water  rights. 

This  alternative  would  not  cause  or  cre¬ 
ate  changes  in  the  existing  groundwater  or 
surface  water  conditions  or  uses  at  SAFB. 
Currently,  there  are  no  surface  bodies  pre¬ 
sent  that  would  be  degraded  by  practices 
associated  with  this  alternative.  Stormwa¬ 
ter  runoff  is  expected  to  infiltrate  into  the 
soil  and  would  not  be  received  by  perma¬ 
nent  streams,  ponds,  or  wetlands.  Thus, 
there  would  be  no  impacts  to  existing  wa¬ 
ter  quality  standards.  Consequently,  there 
would  be  no  direct  or  indirect  impacts  to 
water  resources  from  this  alternative. 

A  Construction  Storm  Water  Discharge 
Permit  (NPDES  permit)  would  be  required 
for  the  construction  of  this  alternative.  A 
permit  must  be  obtained  from  CDPHE, 
Water  Quality  Division,  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction  activities,  if  more  than  1  acres 
of  land  are  disturbed.  Since  construction 
of  the  MDC  would  result  in  the  distur¬ 
bance  of  more  than  1  acres,  a  NPDES 
permit  would  be  required.  Standard  con¬ 
struction  practices,  such  as  using  silt 
fences,  would  be  used  to  control  the  runoff 
from  the  site. 

4.2.11  Wetlands 

Changes  in  jurisdictional  wetlands 
would  be  considered  an  impact  if  they: 
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•  Result  in  the  permanent  loss  of  wet¬ 
land  areas  because  of  filling  or  exca¬ 
vation  activities  or  because  of 
substantial  and  permanent  change  in 
surface  water  or  groundwater  hy¬ 
drology;  or 

•  Result  in  the  loss  or  substantial 
change  in  existing  functions  being 
provided  by  the  existing  wetlands. 

Alternative  2  would  not  result  in  any  di¬ 
rect  or  indirect  physical  or  hydrological 
changes  to  existing  jurisdictional  wetlands. 
This  alternative  would  not  produce 
changes  in  current  wetland  functions  or 
hydrologic  regimes.  Thus,  there  would  be 
no  direct  or  indirect  wetland  impacts  asso¬ 
ciated  with  this  alternative. 

4.2.12  Cumulative  Effects 

Cumulative  effects  associated  with  this 
alternative  include  a  decrease  in  available 
parking  at  SAFB.  These  cumulative  ef¬ 
fects  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  the  environment. 

4.2.13  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable 
Commitment  of  Resources 

There  would  be  an  irretrievable  com¬ 
mitment  of  materials,  energy,  fuel,  and  la¬ 
bor  utilized  during  construction  activities 
associated  with  this  alternative.  Building 
and  construction  equipment  wear  (i.e.,  de¬ 
preciation)  also  would  be  irreversible.  The 
irretrievable  resources  to  be  committed  are 
typical  for  the  scale  of  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect.  Implementation  of  best  construction 
management  practices,  standard  equipment 
maintenance  schedules,  and  use  of  energy 
conservation  and  recycling  measures  dur¬ 
ing  building  operation  would  minimize  the 
use  of  irretrievable  resources.  At  the  end 
of  the  useful  life  of  the  facility,  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  some  building  materials  (e.g., 
asphalt  and  concrete,  scrap  metal,  and  fix¬ 
tures)  could  be  retrieved  for  recycling  and 
reuse. 


4.2.14  Environmental  Justice 

Executive  Order  (EO)  12898,  Federal 
Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice 
in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-Income 
Populations ,  was  issued  on  1 1  Feb  94.  The 
EO  requires  federal  agencies  to  identify 
and  address,  as  appropriate,  disproportion¬ 
ately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or 
environmental  effects  of  their  programs, 
policies,  and  activities  on  minority  and 
low-income  populations. 

•  An  adverse  impact  would  have  a 
deleterious  effect  on  human  health  or 
the  environment  that  is  significant, 
unacceptable,  or  above  generally  ac¬ 
cepted  norms. 

No  adverse  impacts  would  be  borne  by 
human  populations;  therefore,  this  alterna¬ 
tive  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact 
upon  minority  populations  and/or  low- 
income  populations. 

4.3  No  Action 

The  medical  -  dental  clinic  (MDC) 
would  not  be  constructed  at  Schriever 
AFB.  Personnel  would  continue  to  be  re¬ 
quired  to  travel  to  Peterson  AFB  or  the 
USAF  Academy  hospital  for  routine  medi¬ 
cal  care.  There  would  continue  to  be  diffi¬ 
culties  and  hardships  imposed  on  the 
military  workforce  at  SAFB. 

4.3.1  Air  Quality 

There  would  be  no  change  in  air  quality 
under  the  no  action  alternative. 

4.3.2  Biological  Resources 

There  would  be  no  adverse  impacts  on 
biological  resources  from  this  alternative. 
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4.3.3  Cultural  Resources 

Direct  or  indirect  impacts  to  cultural  re¬ 
sources  would  not  occur  because  of  the  no 
action  alternative. 

4.3.4  Land  Use 

There  would  be  no  direct  or  indirect 
land  use  impacts  associated  with  the  no 
action  alternative. 

4.3.5  Noise 

The  no  action  alternative  would  not 
change  existing  noise  conditions.  New 
construction  and  associated  equipment 
would  not  be  required.  Sources  of  loud  or 
extreme  noise  would  not  be  created.  There 
would  be  no  direct  or  indirect  noise  im¬ 
pacts  caused  by  this  alternative. 

4.3.6  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health 

The  no  action  alternative  would  con¬ 
tinue  existing  practices  and  safety  meas¬ 
ures  required  under  OSHA  and  NFPA 
Standard  1500. 

4.3.7  Pollution  Prevention 

SAFB  has  developed  and  implemented 
a  comprehensive  set  of  effective  pollution 
prevention  and  control  programs.  These 
programs  have  contributed  to  the  small 
quantities  of  wastes  being  generated  by 
present  practices. 

4.3.8  Socioeconomic  Conditions 

The  no  action  alternative  would  not  re¬ 
sult  in  any  change  in  work  force,  utilities, 
or  service. 

4.3.9  Soils 

The  no  action  alternative  would  not  cre¬ 
ate  or  produce  changes  in  existing  soil 
conditions.  A  new  facility  would  not  be 
constructed  that  would  disturb  the  soil. 


4.3.10  Water  Resources 

This  alternative  would  not  cause  or  cre¬ 
ate  changes  in  the  existing  groundwater  or 
surface  water  conditions  or  uses  at  SAFB. 
Currently,  there  are  no  surface  water  bod¬ 
ies  present  that  are  degraded  by  existing 
practices  associated  with  this  alternative. 
Groundwater  consumption  and  use  are  cur¬ 
rently  well  within  legally  authorized  quan¬ 
tities.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  direct  or 
indirect  impacts  to  water  resources  with 
this  alternative. 

4.3.11  Wetlands 

The  no  action  alternative  would  not  re¬ 
sult  in  any  changes  to  existing  jurisdic¬ 
tional  wetlands.  This  alternative  would  not 
produce  changes  in  current  functions  being 
performed  at  existing  wetlands.  Thus, 
there  would  be  no  direct  or  indirect  wet¬ 
land  impacts  associated  with  this  alterna¬ 
tive. 

4.3.12  Cumulative  Effects 

There  would  be  no  significant  cumula¬ 
tive  effects  associated  with  the  no  action 
alternative. 

4.3.13  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable 
Commitment  of  Resources 

There  would  be  an  irretrievable  com¬ 
mitment  of  materials,  energy,  fuel,  and  la¬ 
bor  utilized  to  transport  personnel  to  either 
Peterson  AFB  or  the  USAF  Academy  hos¬ 
pital  for  routine  medical  appointments. 

4.3.14  Environmental  Justice 

This  alternative  would  not  have  an  ad¬ 
verse  impact  upon  minority  populations 
and/or  low-income  populations. 

4.4  Summary 

A  summary  of  effects  for  each  alterna¬ 
tive  is  provided  in  Table  4.1.  These  de- 
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terminations  support  a  FONSI  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  action  (Alternative  1). 
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TABLE  4.1 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  SUMMARY 


Resource 

Alternative  1 

Proposed  Action 

Alternative  2 

Construct  West  of  Building  101 

Alternative  3 

No  Action 

Air  Quality 

Fugitive  dust  and  CO  emissions 
during  construction  are  de  minimus. 

Fugitive  dust  and  CO  emissions 
during  construction  are  de  minimus 

No  change  in  current  conditions 

Biological  Re¬ 
sources 

Conversion  of  semi-improved  land 
would  not  effect  wildlife,  threatened 
or  endangered  species. 

Conversion  of  asphalt  parking  area 
would  not  effect  wildlife,  threatened 
or  endangered  species. 

No  changes  in  onsite  habitat  and  no 
effects  to  threatened  or  endangered 
species. 

Cultural  Re¬ 
sources 

No  cultural  resources  are  known  to 

occur  on  SAFB. 

No  cultural  resources  are  known  to 

occur  on  SAFB. 

No  cultural  resources  are  known  to 

occur  on  SAFB. 

Land  Use 

Slight  increase  in  developed  land. 

No  prime  farmland  or  state- 
important  farmland  is  present. 

Slight  change  in  developed  land. 

No  prime  farmland  or  state- 
important  farmland  is  present. 

No  change  in  current  conditions. 

Noise 

Temporary  local  construction  noise 
increases;  no  effect  to  noise  sensi¬ 
tive  receptors.  Noise  during  con¬ 
struction  would  not  exceed 
permissible  levels  at  property 
boundary. 

Temporary  local  construction  noise 
increases;  no  effect  to  noise  sensi¬ 
tive  receptors.  Noise  during  con¬ 
struction  would  not  exceed 
permissible  levels  at  property 
boundary. 

No  change  in  current  conditions. 

Occupational 
Safety  and 

Health 

No  short-term  or  long-term  adverse 
safety  and  health  effects  are  ex¬ 
pected. 

No  short-term  or  long-term  adverse 
safety  and  health  effects  are  ex¬ 
pected. 

No  impact. 

Pollution  Pre¬ 
vention 

Negligible  hazardous  materials  gen¬ 
erated  during  construction. 

Negligible  hazardous  materials  gen¬ 
erated  during  construction. 

No  effect  on  pollution  prevention 
opportunities. 

Socioeconomic 

Conditions 

Short  term  benefit  from  construction 
jobs.  No  significant  long-term 
change  in  SAFB  work  force,  utili¬ 
ties  service,  or  transportation 

Short  term  benefit  from  construction 
jobs.  No  significant  long-term 
change  in  SAFB  work  force,  utili¬ 
ties  service,  or  transportation 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

Soils 

Water  is  expected  to  infiltrate  into 
soils. 

Water  is  expected  to  infiltrate  into 
soils. 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

Water  Re¬ 
sources 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

Cumulative 

Effects 

Incremental  increase  in  developed 
land,  impervious  surface  and 
stormwater  runoff. 

Incremental  increase  in  developed 
land,  impervious  surface  and 
stormwater  runoff. 

No  changes  in  current  conditions. 

Irreversible  and 

Irretrievable 
Commitment  of 

Resources 

Irretrievable  commitment  of  materi¬ 
als,  energy,  fuel,  and  labor  utilized 
during  construction  activities. 

Irretrievable  commitment  of  materi¬ 
als,  energy,  fuel,  and  labor  utilized 
during  construction  activities. 

No  additional  commitment  of  mate¬ 
rials,  energy,  fuel,  and  labor  util¬ 
ized. 
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Resource 

Alternative  1 

Proposed  Action 

Alternative  2 

Construct  West  of  Building  101 

Alternative  3 

No  Action 

Wetlands 

No  risk  or  threat  to  wetlands. 

No  wetlands  affected. 

No  wetlands  affected. 

Environmental 

Justice 

This  alternative  would  not  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minority 
populations  and/or  low-income 
populations. 

This  alternative  would  not  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minority 
populations  and/or  low-income 
populations. 

This  alternative  would  not  have  an 
adverse  impact  upon  minority 
populations  and/or  low-income 
populations. 
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SECTION  5 

REGULATORY  REVIEW  AND  PERMIT  REQUIREMENTS 


This  section  lists  the  relevant  laws  per¬ 
taining  to  the  alternatives  and  addresses 
regulatory  review  and  permit  requirements. 

5.1  Relevant  Federal,  State, 
and  Local  Statutes, 
Regulations,  and  Guidelines 

5.1.1  Federal  Regulations 

Regulations  implementing  NEPA  are 
detailed  in  40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations 
(CFR)  Parts  1500-1508,  32  CFR  Part  989, 
and  AFI  32-7061.  In  addition  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  NEPA,  other  federal  re¬ 
quirements  are  considered  in  the 
preparation  of  an  EA.  These  regulations 
comprise  an  important  subset  of  the  NEPA 
process.  Environmental  laws,  with  which 
the  proposed  action  must  comply,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  are  described  below. 

5.1 .1 .1  Clean  Air  Act  of  1 970,  42 
U.S.C.  §7401  et  seq. 

The  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  of  1970  is  a 
broad  federal  statute  that  established 
NAAQS  and  set  emission  limits  for  certain 
air  pollutants  from  specific  sources.  Major 
provisions  of  the  act  are  intended  to  set  a 
goal  for  cleaner  air  by  setting  NAAQS. 

A  few  pertinent  sections  of  the  CAA  are 
Section  109  and  Section  176  (c).  Section 
109  set  standards  for  the  following  "crite¬ 
ria"  pollutants:  PMi0,  sulfur  dioxide  (SCb), 
CO,  ozone  (O3),  nitrogen  dioxide  (NO2), 
and  lead  (Pb).  Section  176(c)  of  the  CAA 
established  a  conformity  requirement  for 
federal  agencies  in  which  all  EIAP  docu¬ 
ments  must  address  applicable  conformity 
requirements  and  the  status  of  compliance 
(40  CFR  Part  93,  Subpart  B). 


The  CAA  requires  states  to  develop  and 
submit  a  SIP  for  achieving  NAAQS  within 
each  state.  The  SIP  must  establish  state  air 
quality  control  regions  and  specify  emis¬ 
sion  limits,  schedules,  and  timetables  for 
compliance  from  both  stationary  and  mo¬ 
bile  sources.  The  CAA  requires  federal 
facilities  to  comply  with  state  air  pollution 
requirements.  Executive  Order  (EO) 
12088  directs  federal  agency  compliance. 
DoD  Instruction  4120.14  implements  EO 
12088  for  the  USAF. 

The  Colorado  Springs  area  has  recently 
been  designated  by  the  EPA  as  being  in 
attainment  for  meeting  federal  NAAQS  for 
CO. 

5.1.1 .2  Clean  Water  Act  of  1987,  33 
U.S.C.  §1251  et  seq. 

The  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Act  (FWPCA)  of  1972,  as  amended  by  the 
Clean  Water  Act  of  1987  and  the  Water 
Quality  Act  of  1987,  forms  the  legal 
framework  to  support  maintenance  and 
restoration  of  water  quality,  and  also  ad¬ 
dresses  wetlands.  The  FWPCA  established 
the  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimina¬ 
tion  System  (NPDES)  as  the  regulatory 
mechanism  to  achieve  water  quality  goals 
by  regulating  pollutant  discharge  to  navi¬ 
gable  streams,  rivers,  and  lakes. 

Implementing  regulations  are  detailed 
in  40  CFR,  Subchapters  D  and  N.  Execu¬ 
tive  Order  12088,  Federal  Compliance 
with  Pollution  Standards,  directs  federal 
facility  compliance.  The  proposed  site  lo¬ 
cations  were  evaluated  for  impacts  to  wet¬ 
lands.  No  industrial  activities  are 
conducted  at  SAFB  and  they  are  therefore 
exempt  from  stormwater  permit  require¬ 
ments.  In  a  letter  dated  28  March  1995 
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from  the  EPA,  it  was  confirmed  that  no 
Federal  Stormwater  Permit  was  required. 

5.1. 1.3  Endangered  Species  Act  of 
1973,  amended  1982  and  1987, 16 
U.S.C.  §1531-1542. 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  of 
1973,  as  amended  in  1982  and  1987,  is  in¬ 
tended  to  prevent  the  further  decline  of  en¬ 
dangered  and  threatened  plant  and  animal 
species  and  to  help  in  the  restoration  of 
populations  of  these  species  and  their 
habitats.  The  act,  jointly  administered  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  requires  that  each 
federal  agency  consult  with  the  USFWS  to 
determine  whether  endangered  or  threat¬ 
ened  species  are  known  to  exist  or  have 
critical  habitats  on  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
site  of  a  proposed  action. 

Sections  relevant  to  this  EA  include 
Section  7(c)  and  Section  9(a).  Section  7(c) 
of  the  ESA  authorizes  the  USFWS  to  re¬ 
view  proposed  major  federal  actions  to  as¬ 
sess  potential  impacts  on  listed  species.  In 
accordance  with  Section  7(c)  of  the  ESA, 
the  USAF,  in  consultation  with  the 
USFWS,  must  identify  potential  species  in 
areas  of  concern.  Section  9(a)  of  the  ESA 
prohibits  "take"  of  individuals  of  endan¬ 
gered  species.  "Take,"  as  defined  by  the 
act,  means  "to  harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt, 
shoot,  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture,  or  collect, 
or  to  attempt  to  engage  in  any  such  con¬ 
duct."  Habitat  modification  can  be  consid¬ 
ered  "take"  if  death  or  injury  of  a  listed 
wildlife  species  occurs  from  removing  es¬ 
sential  habitat  components  or  impairing 
behavior  patterns,  such  as  breeding,  feed¬ 
ing,  or  sheltering.  The  absence  of  effects 
to  endangered  species  and  their  habitats 
were  verified  through  consultation  with  the 
USFWS  and  CDOW. 


5.1. 1.4  Farmland  Protection  Policy 
Act  of  1981  7  U.S.C.  §4201  et  seq. 

The  Farmland  Protection  Policy  Act  of 
1981  is  intended  "to  minimize  the  extent  to 
which  federal  programs  contribute  to  the 
unnecessary  and  irreversible  conversion  of 
farmland  to  nonagricultural  uses,  and  to 
assure  that  federal  programs  are  adminis¬ 
tered  in  a  manner  that,  to  the  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  will  be  compatible  with  state,  units 
of  local  government,  and  private  programs 
to  protect  farmland."  Prime  farmland  and 
state  important  farmland  were  evaluated 
under  land  use  in  this  EA. 

5.1. 1.5  National  Historic  Preserva¬ 
tion  Act  of  1966,  16  U.S.C.  §470- 
470t. 

The  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
(NHPA)  of  1966,  as  amended,  establishes 
historic  preservation  as  a  national  policy 
and  defines  it  as  the  protection,  rehabilita¬ 
tion,  restoration,  and  reconstruction  of  dis¬ 
tricts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and 
objects  significant  in  American  history, 
architecture,  archaeology,  or  engineering. 
It  also  expands  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  (NRHP)  (36  CFR  60)  to 
include  resources  of  state  and  local  signifi¬ 
cance  and  establishes  the  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cil  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP). 

NHPA  Section  106,  implemented  by 
regulations  issued  by  the  ACHP  (36  CFR 
800),  requires  federal  agencies  to  consult 
with  the  SHPO  regarding  impacts  that  a 
proposed  action  may  have  on  cultural  re¬ 
sources. 

A  cultural  resource  survey  was  con¬ 
ducted  in  1992  at  SAFB.  None  of  the  cul¬ 
tural  resources  evaluated  were  determined 
as  significant,  based  on  the  eligibility  crite¬ 
ria  of  the  NRHP.  A  cultural  clearance  was 
approved  by  the  SHPO. 
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5.1. 1.6  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972, 

42  U.S.C.  §4901  et  seq. 

The  Noise  Control  Act  of  1972  estab¬ 
lishes  that  federal  agencies,  when  engaged 
in  an  activity  resulting  in  the  emission  of 
noise,  should  comply  with  federal,  state, 
interstate,  and  local  requirements  respect¬ 
ing  control  and  abatement  of  environ¬ 
mental  noise  to  the  same  extent  as  private 
entities.  The  principles  involved  are  appli¬ 
cable  to  activities  that  produce  sufficient 
noise  to  result  in  incompatible  land  uses  in 
the  surrounding  community  (40  CFR  209). 
In  1978,  the  Noise  Control  Act  was 
amended  by  the  Quiet  Communities  Act. 
This  amendment  provides  for  greater  in¬ 
volvement  by  state  and  local  authorities  in 
controlling  noise  and  provides  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  implementation  of  a  na¬ 
tional  noise  environmental  assessment 
program.  These  regulations  were  consid¬ 
ered  in  making  the  noise  impact  determi¬ 
nation  associated  with  the  proposed  action. 

5.1. 1.7  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Act  of  1970,  20  U.S.C.  §333 

The  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Act  administered  by  OSHA  forms  the 
framework  for  a  body  of  regulations  (29 
CFR  1910)  which,  among  other  things,  are 
intended  to  ensure  worker  safety  and 
health  through  regulation  of  work  practices 
and  work  environments.  The  Act  specifi¬ 
cally  addresses  construction  projects,  haz¬ 
ardous  waste  operations,  emergency 
responses,  toxic  and  hazardous  substance 
operations,  and  communication  of  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  occupational  hazards, 
specifying  appropriate  protective  measures 
for  all  employees.  The  proposed  action 
was  evaluated  to  determine  if  there  was  a 
change  in  work  practices  and  the  need  for 
administrative  actions  other  than  normal 
compliance  with  OSHA's  standards. 


5.1. 1.8  Pollution  Prevention  Act  of 
1990,  42  U.S.C.  §131 01(b). 

The  Pollution  Prevention  Act  of  1990 
presents  congressional  findings  on  the 
need  for  pollution  prevention  and  source 
reduction  programs.  It  states  that  "pollu¬ 
tion  should  be  prevented  or  reduced  at  the 
source  whenever  feasible;  pollution  that 
cannot  be  prevented  should  be  recycled  in 
an  environmentally  safe  manner,  whenever 
feasible." 

The  Air  Force  implements  this  program 
through  AFI  32-7080.  It  focuses  on  source 
reduction  as  the  primary  and  first  step  to¬ 
ward  pollution  prevention,  followed  by 
recycling/reuse  and  treatment/disposal,  if 
necessary.  AFI  32-7080  also  implements 
requirements  of  the  Superfund  Amendment 
and  Reauthorization  Act  of  1986,  Toxics 
Substance  Control  Act  of  1976,  Clean  Air 
Act  Amendments  of  1990,  Clean  Water 
Act  of  1987,  and  Department  of  Defense 
Directive  4210.15,  Hazardous  Materials 
Pollution  Prevention,  dated  27  July  1989. 

The  proposed  action  and  alternatives 
were  evaluated  for  potential  pollution. 
Measures  to  prevent  pollution  are  incorpo¬ 
rated  wherever  feasible. 

5.1. 1.9  Resource  Conservation  and 
Recovery  Act  of  1976,  42  U.S.C. 
§1901  et  seq. 

Regulations  prescribed  under  Subtitle  C 
of  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act  (RCRA)  mandate  that  hazardous  waste 
will  be  treated,  stored,  and  disposed  of  so 
as  to  minimize  the  present  and  future  threat 
to  human  health  and  the  environment. 
These  regulations  established  a  cradle-to- 
grave  system  of  identifying,  testing,  stor¬ 
ing,  transporting,  recycling,  and  disposing 
of  hazardous  waste.  RCRA  was  amended 
in  1984  to  restrict  the  disposal  of  hazard¬ 
ous  waste  at  landfill  facilities  and  waste 
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minimization,  and  to  require  EPA  to  de¬ 
velop  specific  corrective  action  procedures 
for  release  of  RCRA  hazardous  wastes. 

Colorado  has  developed  a  program  to 
implement  hazardous  waste  management 
within  the  state,  including  RCRA  correc¬ 
tive  action.  Colorado  regulations  are 
found  in  Section  6,  1007-3  of  CSR.  Colo¬ 
rado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  En¬ 
vironment  (CDPHE)  has  the  authority  to 
determine  whether  SAFB  is  properly  exe¬ 
cuting  its  RCRA  responsibility  as  set  forth 
by  EPA.  In  addition,  the  Federal  Facility 
Compliance  Act  of  1992  dissolves  any 
sovereign  immunity  under  RCRA,  and  al¬ 
lows  the  state  and  EPA  to  collect  fines  for 
violations. 

Hazardous  waste  activities  conducted  at 
SAFB  include  generation,  characterization, 
and  manifesting  to  off  site  disposal.  SAFB 
is  a  small-quantity  hazardous  waste  gen¬ 
erator  that  generates  more  than  100  kilo¬ 
grams  (approximately  25  gallons  or  200 
pounds),  but  less  than  1,000  kilograms 
(approximately  300  gallons  or  2,500 
pounds)  of  hazardous  waste  per  month. 
SAFB  has  a  current  spill  prevention  and 
response  plan  that  establishes  procedures 
for  emergency  notification  and  communi¬ 
cation,  step-by-step  initial  action  to  be 
taken,  and  special  precautionary  measures 
to  be  taken  regarding  hazardous  materials. 

5.1.2  Relevant  State  of  Colorado 
and  Local  Regulations 

Relevant  State  of  Colorado  regulations 
and  guidelines  appropriate  to  this  project 
are  often  the  outcome  of  one  of  the  afore¬ 
mentioned  federal  programs.  Colorado 
agencies  associated  with  the  administration 
of  federal  regulations  applicable  to  this 
project  are  listed  below.  Focal  agencies 
relevant  to  this  project  also  are  identified 
below. 


5.1 .2.1  Colorado  Department  of 
Public  Health  and  Environment 

The  Air  Quality  Control  Division  of 
CDPHE  administers  the  CAA.  Colorado 
has  adopted  the  federal  air  quality  stan¬ 
dards,  and  has  promulgated  dust-control 
regulations  for  construction  projects  dis¬ 
turbing  25  acres  or  more  of  ground  (CSR 
No.  3),  and  for  gravel- surfaced  roads  used 
by  200  or  more  vehicles  per  day  (CSR  No. 
1,  Section  3.D[2a]). 

5.1. 2.2  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

The  CDOW  coordinates  with  the 
USFWS  to  manage  protected  species  and 
habitat.  It  is  responsible  for  maintaining 
state- specific  protected  and  special- 
concern  species  and  habitat  classifications, 
and  works  with  the  Colorado  Natural 
Heritage  Program  to  maintain  protected 
species  and  habitat  listings  for  the  state. 
The  CDOW  also  implements  Senate  Bill 
40  Wildlife  Certification  regarding  con¬ 
struction  within  stream  banks  and  tribu¬ 
taries. 

5.1. 2.3  Colorado  Historical  Society 
and  State  Historic  Preservation  Offi¬ 
cer 

The  SHPO  administers  the  NHPA  and 
serves  as  liaison  for  the  state  with  the 
ACHP.  The  Colorado  Historical  Society 
maintains  site  records  for  all  documented 
cultural  resources  in  the  state.  Regulations 
regarding  historic,  prehistoric,  and  ar¬ 
chaeological  resources  of  Colorado  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  State  Antiquities  Act  of  1966. 

5.1. 2.4  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of 
Governments 

The  PPACG  is  responsible  for  regional- 
level  enforcement  of  CAA  and  compliance 
with  the  Colorado  SIP.  The  PPACG  is 
also  responsible  for  regional-level  popula¬ 
tion  development  and  transportation  plans. 
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Regulations  relevant  to  construction- 
related  fugitive  dust  control  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  by  El  Paso  County  and  the  State 
of  Colorado. 

5.1. 2.5  El  Paso  County 

El  Paso  County  has  local  responsibility 
for  land  use  and  transportation  planning, 
and  maintenance  responsibility  for  county 
roads.  The  county  also  regulates  fugitive 
dust  control  through  the  1987  air  quality 
regulation,  Regulations  for  Fugitive  Par¬ 
ticulates  and  Open  Burning,  Section  10, 
which  requires  a  permit  for  construction 
when  earth  work  disturbance  exceeds  1 
acre  but  is  less  than  25  acres. 

The  county  also  regulates  erosion  con¬ 
trol  standards  required  for  construction  ac¬ 
tivities.  Depending  on  the  activity,  an 
erosion  control  plan  may  be  required  by 
the  county  as  set  forth  in  the  El  Paso 
County  Drainage  Criteria  Manual  (Watt, 
1997).  However,  the  county  does  not  have 
jurisdiction  over  activities  at  SAFB  unless 
the  project  drains  toward  a  county  prop¬ 
erty,  a  county  road,  or  a  private  property  in 
El  Paso  County  (Williams,  1997). 

5.2  Permit  Requirements 

Only  permit  requirements  identified  for 
resource  categories  evaluated  as  a  part  of 
this  EA  are  identified  here.  Routine  per¬ 
mits  required  for  construction  and/or 
maintenance  of  the  project  are  not  listed. 

•  NHPA,  Section  106  Clearance  - 
None  required  unless  subsurface 
cultural  resources  are  identified  dur¬ 
ing  construction. 

•  Construction  Storm  Water  Discharge 
Permit  (NPDES  permit)  -  A  permit 
must  be  obtained  from  CDPHE, 
Water  Quality  Division,  prior  to  the 
start  of  construction  activities,  if 
more  than  1  acres  of  land  are  dis¬ 


turbed.  Since  construction  of  the 
MDC  would  result  in  the  disturbance 
of  more  than  1  acres,  a  NPDES  per¬ 
mit  would  be  required. 

•  El  Paso  County  Dust  Control  Permit 
-  This  permit  must  be  obtained  from 
El  Paso  County  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction  activities  that  disturb 
more  than  1  acre  and  less  than  25 
acres. 
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SECTION  6 

AGENCIES  AND  PERSONS  CONTACTED 


Individuals  consulted  during  the  preparation  of  this  EA  are  listed  by  agency  or  organiza¬ 
tion  in  the  following  subsections.  Copies  of  correspondence  with  agencies  are  provided  in 
Appendix  A. 

6.1  Schriever  Air  Force  Base 

Mickey  Weatherman  (50  CES/CECC)  -  (719)  567-4787 
Bruce  Nyhuis  (50  CES/CECC)  -  (719)  567-4017 
Ralph  Mitchell  (50  CES/CECB)  -  (719)  567-2075 
S.  Scott  Vincent  (50  CES/CEV)  -  (719)  567-3360 
Ken  Nevling  (50  CES/CEV)  -  (719)  567-4027 

6.2  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

LeRoy  W.  Carlson  -  Colorado  Field  Supervisor  -  (303)  275-2343 

6.3  Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Program 

Beth  Van  Dusen  -  Environmental  Review  Coordinator  -  (970)  491-7331 

6.4  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

Information  requested  4/26/00 

6.5  Colorado  Historical  Society 

Georgianna  Contiguglia  -  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  -  (303)  866-4674 
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SECTION  7 
LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


Schriever  Air  Force  Base 

Richard  Parkinson,  P.E. 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Program  Manager 
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APPENDIX  A 

AGENCY  CONSULTATION  CORRESPONDENCE 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


fish  and  wildlife  service 

Ecological  Services 
CoSoiU do  Field  Office 
755  Fsrftt  Street,  Suite  361 
Lakewood,  Colorado  SOUS 


w  ptri.v  Krr-UR  ro 


ES/CO;USAF 
Mail  Stop  65412 


JUN  2  9  MOB 


Mr.  Richard  Parkinson 

50  CES/CEV 

300  0‘MiiHey  Ave  Ste  1? 

Sc  hr  fever  AFE  CO  80912-5019 

Dear  Mr.  Parkinson; 

The  U  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  received  your  letter  of  April  17,  2000.  regarding 
the  proposed  conslructloo  of  a  medical  -  dental  clinic  on  Schrfever  Air  Foice  Bass.  You 
requested  concurrence  that  no  threatened  or  endangered  species  would  be  adversely  affected  by 
the  project. 

Based  on  tire  information  provided,  the  Service  concurs  tlut  this  project  will  have  no  affect  on 
federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species.  These  comments  have  been  prepared  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended  (16  U-S-C  1531  et.  scq.). 


If  the  Service  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  contact  me  at  (303) 275 -2 34 3. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Reading  file 

Project  file 


Hkifsncmr;  CWWCWirk'itf 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

53T1  SP*;i!  ™c  <APS«t 


Mr.  Richard  PiLdsiruitm  2  6  ?D03 

SO  CES/CEV 
3fN»0'Mjillc>'  A  vc  Stc  19 
St-hrLfverAFBCO  50512-5019 

Division  of  Wildlife 
2 1 2ft  N.  Weber 
CrtltM-anki  Springs  CO  80907 

SUBJECT;  nireyLenwl  uml  Endangered  Species  on  Sehriever  Air  Force  Base 

]  i un  writing  an  Environmental  Ashmen!  fEA)  for  Hie  pinspueEd  eonsiriiL-uoii  ol  a  '«L'dk’itl  " 
jonliLl  clinic  north  of  (lie  secured  area  of  Sdirk-ver  AFG.  1  need  w  the  possibiJuj  oi 

ihtHiencd  tiTWl  endangered  *p«fc*  within  die  boundaries  ol  Sdinever  AFB  i  hare  Niched  j 
eopj-of  the  draft  F.A  for  your  rev  tew  to  ensure  I  iictequmely  iuLdnessod  wjitflik-. 

Ymt  assistance  will  be  greatly  appreciated  E%use  rail  me  til  <7 19>  367-J792  if  1  can  answer 
any  i|iwstioiVi  for  you. 


I 

rMa^'E  w.  Parkinson.  pe 


Atlaehmenl 

[>iafi  Environmental  Assessment 


MASTECl  OF  SPACE 


COIDRADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 


T]it  C-oleraao  H  i^i  my  Mili;ued  1300  0  rendiwaj-  D  utivch  Colorado  805103  2 10  ? 


nay  2 ,  £000 

ft  i  chard  H.  Parkinson,  P-E. 
Environmental  Planner 
Depart monc  o£  rhe  Ai^  Force 
50  CBB/CEV, 

300  O'Malley  AVC  £TE  19 
Schriever  AFE  00  .&0912-5Q19 


Re;  Medical  -  Dental  Clinic:  Construction 


Dear  Mr,  Parkinson: 


This  is  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  Apri_  £7, 
correspondence  concerning  the  project  listed  above, 


2  000 


A  search  o£  our  files  indicates  that  the  location  of  this  project 
has  been  surveyed  fox  cultural  resources  and  that  no  significant 
sites  are  located  within  the  area  of  potential  effect, 
we  find  that  there  will  be  no  effect  to  cultural  resources  by 

project . 


Therefore, 
his 


If  unidentified  archaeological 
course  of  the  project,  work, 
resources  have  been  evaluated  in 
Historic  Places  eligibility  eric 
with  this  office. 


resources  arc  discovered  in  the 
Tmiet  be  interrupted  until  the 
-Rxrr.s  of  the  National  Register  of 
eria  (36  CFK  60.4)  in  consultation 


Thark  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  -  It  maY  be  further 
assistance,  please  contact  Jim  Green  at  Ati6-4G 74 


Sincerely, 


Georg ianna  Contiguglia 
State  Historic  Preservation 


Officer 


GC/WJG 


rt  f  iKti  iMfST/YBIrifl,  r  D  ■+*  L  .  rj  J«l  I'fn  L -t™ ( ix^c-ri '  /!  f*S>J  !.  : 


Colorado 


M,iy  1  7,  20QD 


I  mi'.ur.sity 


Richard  Parkinson 
50  C  ES-'CHV 

300  O'Malley  Atcnue.  «!*> 
Sdirievcf  Al-'D.  COSO^n  5f:|i) 

Dear  Mr.  FuiUnson 


Coloftlda  Natural  ligritape  I'ratfrmii 
Crtllcijp  H>f  Sii  Mr-1 1  AvusurcuA 

2.^4  'LrUr.i.'ml  Sup--icus 

Viift  rfiLliLii  trul  iifjkIb  b'Jr-2-1  i>3?l 
(W>J  4V1.IM9 
F.VX:  <Wf]J  ■»!  JA49 

iWi*l  .<|Jifi.wli>3:nii^ jJiu 


The  Colorado  Natural  llciiiige  Pnjjjmni  [CNHPj  is  in  rt.-ccij-'fl  of your  request  (V-r  i  n  Fiirm.it  iorr  legaiding 
the  Schriever  AFB  Mcdieal.-ftenial  Lliiiic  eonscnLetitMi  fity^-L.  !.i  risjy.ii-;.:,  i.ls‘ El P  has s-.V’Ccne  J  !!* 
[jk-lojiicM  and  Cifi^rviilion  Dflldiiy stem  (BCD)  tor  nnuirtd  hei'ilHjie  I'Cwnirtc.?  tpiCiiLTKisl-Jci  of  signs  fie&lii. 
nutlirr I  com m unities  nnct  rare.  threatened  Or  endangered  jilanw  and  ummaiii  documented  ('Oil:  cN 
insiKcdiaie  oJ  I  !  -IS  R(54\Y.  Seciiwi  H6.  jvjr  y  mu1  rcqLeif. 


The enclosed  report  describes  natural  IwtifiUie  resources  known  frees:  lit* area and  jikus  lv«Ltttt»  ihy 
Township.  FiJiiijifit  and  St-Li n>ni.  precision  of  die  locational  iiif«niai:i«t.and  tlw  «ktc  of!  if*  L'-bser*  a?  ion  i.L 
th:n  location.  Ij Ic«i >c  note  ihae  “precis ions' '  reflects  iltc  resoluiion  of  criminal  data-  For  example.  an 
herbarium  record  Horn  "-1  unties  cm  of  Colorado  Springs''  pixniiSos  mucli  te?s  spatird  inform;!  lion  tht-ii  a 
Lopo^i apll  ie  map  show  iiiii  1  he  e  vat  L  location  of  the  Oi  i  uri’enr  ;  '  Pice  i  -I  on '  codes  0  f  Secori  d  S.  JJtt  i  nee*, 
j.iiJ  Central  an' -defined  in  the  report  footer. 


The-  report  i'tl  so  ou;li  ney  ihe  §l3h!S  of  the  known  elements.  Ws  infilmtuil  status  occotLlhi"  to  Naiutid 
I  loj-jtr.ie  Proerant  iitrthoUolojjy  and  Icttal  status  under  state  and  federal  sSitfuies,  Natural  Ildrin^  I'onk-J 
are  standardised  across  the  Heritage  Program  isciwork.  and  are  aiiigiwd  li 1  r  rjCohal  ai'J  state  let  a  is  of 
tsriry.  They  range  from  “l”  tor  critically  imperiled  or  extremely  rare  dcmeitLs.  to  "t  for  rSii sv-  ihal  ara 
•Jearwisirably  stoure.  I  Isam  included  CtanacEerkstion  Abstracts  for  all  speck-*  :hr-t  are  inc  mdsJ  In  your 
report.  1  he  abstracts  provide  impOiSaiH  habitat  infoiiiialion.  Please  contact  me  il  >CMH  have  any  qnOMicftS 
repaid  ms  iwbitiu  of*  p^rricular  species. 

You  may  no-;  ice  dial  some  occurrences  da  not  have  skIlOUS  listed.  Those  species  Have  oeen  (liisijyiatf'c.1  as 
’’sensitive1*  due  to  iheir  rarity  and  threats  by  humans  Peregrine  latcons.  for  eMnlpte,  arc  isu Seep: i bit:  to 
IiLiisian  breeders  remi’1  i'te  lakon  ee:ei  from  their  nests,  For  the^e  species.  CN  KP  does  HOT  prov  i.k- 
Joeatjonsil  infonnuLion  bey  OH  J  township  and  fsnge,  Please  contact  us  should  you  require  more  tie  tailed 
iiiftjrmatlsfi  for  sens  i  ti'.  C  orcnrrCiiCi  i 


The  in  ronnatitin  cor.tainnl  herein  represents  the  results  of  a  search  of  Colorado  Batumi  UeritatjO 
Program's  (CNIIP)  BioSoeicol  and  COii?crvc.tion  IJata  System  I  lo-we'-cr.  Ihe  ahseiice  of  d.U.ii  for  0 

particular  area,  si^ccic*  or  habitat  does  not  necessarily  meat*  that  these  natural  heritage  leseLirteido  not 
occur  On  Or  adjacent  to  llie  pi  eject  Si:  j,  ralher  that  Ci:r  files  du  not  Currently  conlnin  imfomuJlion  to 
docitmeriE  Liieir  pieScrwK. 

T!:e  iiiformitiHi  provided  c&n  be  used  as  a  flos  to  amici  pete  possible  impaco  or  to  identify  arcus  of 
inieresi.  1  f  impacts  to  w  i  Id  life  liabitu  are  possible.,  ihtsc  dain  should  not  be  considered  a  suhsliiuw  for  on- 
the-iJiLTsnnd  hio-lo^icai  snrscys 


Although  every  attempt  IS  made  lo  provide  the  most  current  and  precise  information  pft&sibk.  pIMSs  be 
await  chat  some  of  OUf  sources  provide  a  higher  level  of  accuracy  than  others.  Jmd  some  interpretation 
may  be  required.  CNHP's  data  system  is  constantly  updated  and  revised.  Please  contact  CNfHP  for  aa 
update  or  assistance  with  interprets  I  ion  of  this  natural  heritage  information. 


Sintered},. 


jeifo  Van  Ousen 

Environmental  Kcvlcw  Coordinator 


cnc. 


Invertebrate  characterisation  Abstract  ior  Color&oo 

AMBIiTf SCIHTE S  SIMIUB 
glMIUS  ROADSIDE  SKIPPER 


TAXCLASS:  INSECT A 

FAMILY:  HESJERIIDAE 

GLOBAL  TAXONOMIC  COMMENTS: 

Burns  (19923  suspects 
genus . 


ORDER:  LEPIDOFTERA 

G  EMUS  :  AMBL YSC I RTES 


that  this  species  belongs  to  another 


Qt*s  Hib  ■ 

GLOBAL  R  AUK :  G4 
FED.  LEGAL  STATUS ; 
FED.  AGENCY  STATUS : 


STATE  RANK:  S3 
STATE  LEGAL  STATUS: 


Hat i tat : 

MINIMUM  ELEV: 

MAX I MUM  EL E V :  900 D 


HABITAT  COMMENTS  : 

Shortgrasa  and  mixed-grass  prairie 
woodland  (Scott  1986) - 


and  open  pinyon- Juniper 


REPRODUCTIVE  HABITAT  COMMENTS : 


P  jet ri but ion : 
GLOBAL  FANGS: 


Found  on  higher  abortgrass  prairies  from  Mexico,  western 
Texas.  New  Mexico  and  Arizona  northward  to  the  Blacx  ---11* 
and  Saskatchewan ,  absent  from  the  Great  Baa  in  (Stanford, 
19Blf  Stanford  and  Opler,  1993) 


COUNTY  NAME; 

Larimer 

Baca 

Rio  G rar.de 

Saguache 

Caster 

Fremont 

Huerfano 

Oterc 

Pueblo 

El  Paso 


COUNTY  STATUS 
Cortf irmso 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Other 
other 
Confirmed 
Conf irmed 


REFERENCE: 

Stanford  and  A  1993 


Records  uo  to  900D£t  from  El  Paso  Co,  south,  east  to  Baca 
Co  and  west  to  Saguache  Co.,  a  Iso  an  N£  ^olorano  in 
Larimer  and  Weld  Co- 1 s (Stanford  1931-  Stanford  and  Qplei 

1993) - 


STATE  RANGE: 


'hcnolocrv: 

JANA; 

P 

APR  A: 

p 

JANE; 

P 

APRS: 

p 

FEBAt 

P 

MAYA : 

p 

FEBBr 

F 

MAYS: 

R 

rlAKA  ; 

F 

JUNA: 

R 

MARE  i 

P 

JUNB  : 

E 

JULA:  E 
uULB;  P 
AUG At  P 
ATJG3 ;  P 
SEPA;  P 
S EPB :  P 


OCTA:  P 
OCTB ;  P 
NOVA:  P 
NOVB:  P 
DECA:  P 
DECS :  P 


=  Adults  Or  larvae  present  but  mostly  inactive  (eg  in  diapause} 
"A"  -  Adults  present  end  active  (eg.  not  in  diapause),  but  not 
reproducing , 

"R"  -  Adults  present ,  active  and  reproducing, 

"L"  =  Larvae  present  and  active  (eg.  feeding  and  net  in  diapause), 
"E"  =  Eggs  present  outside  of  the  parent, 

"U"  =  Pupae  or  prepupae  present. 


PHENOLOGY  COMMENTS ; 

Males  usually  active  very  early  and  late  in  day  (Ferris  and 
M  1931}  , 


GLOBAL  PHENOLOGY  COMMENTS: 

Males  usually  active  very  early  and  late  in  day.  In  our 
[Rocky  Mountain]  region  the  short  flight  occurs  from  mid -May 
to  July  depending  on  elevation  and  latitude;  more  southern 
(south  of  Colorado)  populations  are  probably  bivoltine, 
flying  in  May  and  again  in  August  (Ferris  and  Brown,.  1981]  , 


g£_l e cted  Life  History  Traits : 

FOOD  COMMENTS : 

Hostplant :  bouteloua  gracilis  (Perris  and  M  1SB1) . 


ECOLOGY  COMMENTS: 

Usually  uncommon,  but  in  some  wet  years  swarm  breifly  over 
grasslands  (Ferris  and  M  1931}  , 


Known  Threats  and  Man  augment:  issues  i  j 


References : 

ABBREVIATED  CITATION:  FULL  CITATION; 


Freeman  1973 


Scott  10B£ 


Freeman,  H.  A.  1573.  A  Review  of  the  Amblyscirtes 
description  of  a  new  species  from  Mexico  {Hesperi 
Journal  of  the  Lepidopterists ’  Society,  Vol .  27, 

Stott ,  J,  A.  19a E.  rha  Butterflies  of  North  Aneri 


Stanford  1SB1 


Stanford,  R.  E.  1981.  Kesperiodea,  In:  Ferris,  C, 
Stanford,  Ray  E.  and  Paul  A.  Oplar.  1993,  Atlas  c 


Stanford  and  A  1993 


Plant  Characterization  Abstract  tor  Colorado 


JMfflROEIA  1*1  y  EAR  IS 
PLAINS  RAGWEED 


■fa  XQm  only  1 

T P_XC LAS  S  :  □  XCQT YtKDQHE AE 

FAMILY;  ASTERACEAE 


ORDER:  ASTERALES 

GENUS :  AM3RGSIA 


E  t  at  u  S  : 

GLOBS!  RANK:  02  STATE  RANK;  S2 

FED,  STATUE;  AGENCY  STATUS:  FS 


Habitat; 

MINIMUM  EiEV;  4300 
MAXIMUM  ELEV;  6700  (US9L 


HABITAT 


’  h.  linearis  is  a  plant  of  seasonally  moist  habitats  within 
the  fihortgrass  prairie  region  of  east -central  Colorado,  in 
natural  settings  it  is  frequently  encountered  m  association 
with  intermittent  streams  and  about  the  margins  of 
intermittent  ponds  or  plays*.  When  A,  linearis  occurs  about 
the  margins  of  pi ay as  it  appears  to  occupy  a  zone  between 
blue  grams  and  buffalograss  to  the  outside,  and  more  me sic 
vegetation  toward  the  cent&t  of  the  basin.  This  species  has 
also  taken  to  roadside  ditches ,  where  tt  may  occur  m  large, 
vigorous  star.ds  (Locklear  1990)  ,  Apparently  restricted  to  a 
few  localities  in  the  open  high  plains  of  eastern  Colorado 
(Great  Plains  Flora  Association  1986)  ,  It  is  found,  m 
road- side  ditches  and  railroad  embakemeftts  in  sandy  or 
gravelly  *  seasonally  moist  soils  (Ryke  and  Vest  lE?9-±r  , 


Distribution i 
COUNTY  NAME: 
El  Pa^o 
Kiowa 
Lincoln 
Elbert 
Pueblo 
C  rowl ey 
Bent 

Las  Animas 


RANGE ; 


Ibert,  El  Faso,  Kiowa  and  Lincoln  Counties.  Its  area  c_ 
istxibution  a ope are  to  be  bounced  by  Brack  Squirrel  Creek 
O  the  wsst,  the  Arkansas /south  Platte  river  div_de  to  tne 
orthwest.  Rush  Creek  to  the  north,  northeast  anc  east  and 
he  Arkansas  River  Valley  to  the  south  (Locklear  IS  _) ■  -  - 
ilains  species  is  known  only  north  of  the  Arkansas  River,  -t 
ay  possibly  occur  os  Comanche  National  Grasslands.  It  M 
Un  recorded  in  Elbert,  El  Paso  ar.d  Lincoln  Counties  (Ryke 
irtd  Vest  1594) , 


Phenolocjv : 

JAN1 : 

MARI  l 

MAY1  : 

JUL  l : 
Flower 

SEP1  : 
Fruiting 

NOVI : 

JAM2: 

MAH  2  t 

MAYS 

JUL2  : 

SEP2  ; 

N0V2  ; 

Fi . w*r 

Frui 

FEBL  ; 

AFR1: 

JUN1 : 

AUG1; 

Flower 

Fruiting 

OCT1 1 

DECr  : 

FEB2  ; 

APR2  : 

JUN2  : 

F \ owe  r 

AUG 2  : 

F 1 owe  r 
Fruiting 

0CT2: 

DEC2 : 

PHENOLOGY  COMMENTS  : 

Flowers  appear  £rcfn  mid- Jure  to  August  (Locklear  1983)  ,  June 
10  is  the  earliest  known  flowering  date  for  this  spades, 

The  peek  flowering  month  is  July,  Fruiting  involucres  were 
observed,  as  early  as  August  and  on  specimens  collected  as 
late  as  28  September  (Locklear  19  89) ,  It  blooms  in  late 
July-  early  August  {Kyke  and  vest  1594) „ 


LOOKAL IKES ;  The  only  similar  local  species  is  Artemisia  carruthii  Wood 
ex  Carr ut hi,  which  has  similar  growth  habit ,  leaf  shape  and 
leaf  coloration  (Locklear  1959) „  Ambrosia  linearis  leaves 
are  densely  tomentose  on  the  undersides,  upper  sides  are 
glabrous,  Artemesia  carruthii  leaves  are  foment use  cn  bath 
sides  (pers,  comm,  Minton  November  1994) 

REPRODUCTION  COMMENTS; 

A.  linearis  reproduces  both  sexually  and  asexual ly.  Asexual 
reproduction  bv  shoot  proliferation  from  rhizomes  appear^  to 
be  important  to  this  species  (t«ock!ear  1969).  A,  linearis  is 
wind;  pollinated  (Locklear  19-99)  , 


Management  t 
MANAGEMENT  COMMENTS : 

Excluding  populations  occuring  along  roadsides ,  A.  linearis 
attufs  or.  land  that  is  managed  as  rangeland  and  is  grazed  by 
domestic  livestock  (Locklear  19E3)  ,  A.  linearis  does  not 
appear  to  face  ar,yr  serious  threats  to  its  survival.  No 
grazing  by  either  domestic  livestock  or  wildlife  has  been 
observed-  Conversion  of  native  grasslands  to  cultivated 
crops  would  adversely  affect  natural  populations,  especially 
those  associated  with  pLayas  (Locklear  1990) , 


nee e;  s 

ABBREVIATED  CITATION;  FULL  CITATION r 


Great  Plains  Flora  Great  Plains  Flora  Association.  19B6,  Flora  of 

Association  3986  the  Great  Plains,  Univ,  Press  of  Kansas, 

Lawrence t  ks .  1392  pp , 

Lock 1 ear ,  James  H.  1939.  Status  of  Ambrosia 
linearis  in  Colorado,  Unpublished  report 
prepared  for  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
Denver ,  CO . 


Locklear  19B9 


Locklear  1390 


Rydberg  190  5 


Ryke  and  Vest  19  94 


Locklear,  J.  193 0 .  A  Colorado  speciality 
Anbrosia  linearis.  Colorado  Native  Plant 
society,  Aquiiegiu  14(5) :10- 

pvdbexg,  P.  A.  1905.  Studies  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Flora  XIV.  Eullentin  of  the  Torrey 
Botanical  Club  12(31;  121-135- 

P.vke,  NtJI  D.  Winters,  L-  McMartin  and  S.  Vee 
1594  Threatened r  Endangered  and  Sensitive 
Specie a  of  the  Pike  and  San  Isabel  National 
Forests  aud  Comanche  and  Cimarron  National 
Grasslands,  May  25,  1994 


invertebrate  Characterisation  Abstract  for  Colorado 


EUPKILOTES  RITA  CDLGRAPENSI 3 
COLORADO  BLUE 


TaHOHO^.V  E 

TAXCLASS:  INSECT  A  OPDES ;  LEPIDQPTKRA 

FAMILY;  LYCAENIBAE  GENUS;  ELJPHILOTES 

GLOBAL  TAXONOMIC  COMMENTS l 

Described  by  Mattoni  as  PKILOTES  RITA  OOL3RADENSIS  (J.  . 

LSpid.  1SS6,  4  :  S 3  ”  9 2  } 


GLOBAL  RANK!  G4T273 
FED.  LEGAL  STATUS : 
FED,  AGENCY  STATUS; 


STATE  RANK;  52 
STATE  LEGAL  STATUS; 


Nab it at : 

MINIMUN]  ELEV;  500 0 
MAXIMUM  ELEV:  7000 


HABITAT  COMMENTS : 

Transition  Zone  prairies  (Scott  1935) 


REPRODUCTIVE  HABITAT  COMMENTS; 


Distribytior7- ; 

GLOBAL  RANGE: 


Eastern,  Colorado  and  southern  Wyoming,  generally  between 
E000  and  7CQ0£t  {Ferris  and  Erownr  1SS1)  ,  One  record  from 
e^t re me  western  Nebraska  (Stanford  and  Opler,  1993). 


COUNTY”  NAME: 

Larimer 

Weld 

Morgan 

Washi  ngfort 

Adams 

Arapahoe 

Baca 

Crow I ay 

Doug 1  a £ 

Elbert 

El  Faso 

Lincoln 

Kit  Carson 

Cheyenne 

Prowers 

Chaffee 

Fremont 

Pueblo 

Saguache 


COUNTY  STATUS 
Conti- mod 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Conf i rmed 
Other 
G  t  her 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Conf i r med 
Confirmed 
Confirmed 
other 
Confirmed 


REFERENCE; 

Stanford  and  A  1993 


Custer 
Rio  Grande 
Alamosa 
Costilla 
Derive  r 


Confirmed 
Confirmed 
Conf  irmed 
Conf i rmed 
Con  f  a rmed 


STATE  RANGE: 

Transition  zone  short-grass  prairies  in  eastern  half  of 
state,  5000  to  iOQG  £t  (Ferris  and  Brown  198IJ  T 


MOBILITY  COMMENTS : 


Males 

(Scott 

patrol  all 
193  6? 

day  about 

the  host 

plant 

to  seek  females 

P  hc-no  1  e-cry; 

JAMA  v  F 

APR.-. : 

P 

JULA : 

P 

QCTA:  F 

JAMB  :  P 

APRB  : 

P 

JULB : 

H 

OCTB :  F 

FEBA:  P 

MAYA ; 

P 

AUGA : 

R 

NGVA :  P 

FEBB  :  P 

MAYS  : 

P 

AUGB : 

R 

KOVB ;  P 

MARA :  P 

JUNA : 

P 

SEPA: 

R 

PECA;  P 

MAEB:  P 

JUNE  : 

F 

SERB; 

P 

DECB :  9 

"F11  a  Adults  or  larvae  present  hut  mostly  inactive  [eg  in  diapause? 

"A11  =  Adults  present  and  active  (eg.  not  in  diapause)  ,  but  not 
reproducing , 

"R"  =  Adults  present,  active  and  reproducing. 

"L"  =  Larvae  present  and  active  (eg.  feeding  and  not  in  diapause) , 

"E "  ■  Eggs  present  outside  of  the  parent. 

|r U"  =  Pupae  or  prepupae  present - 

PHEWOLDG’Y  COMMENTS  : 

One  flight,  mostly  Auquet  (Scott  193  6)  . 

GLOBAL  PHENOLOGY  COMMENTS i 

One  flight,  mostly  August  (Scott,  1356),  Adults  July  to 
September  (Ferris  and  Brown,  1931)  ,  Brood  coinciding  with 
blooming  period  ol  host plant  (Pyle,  1931)  ,  Larvae  tended  by 
ants,  no  r.este  -  Pupa  hibernate  (Scott,  19S6-) 


g e  1  egt ed  Life  History  Traits : 

FOOD  COMMENTS: 

Hostplant:  Eriqgonmn  effusum.,  E.  flavum;  adults  feed  on  host 
flowers  and  mud  (Scott  1936} , 


Knewit  Threats  and  Management  Issues:: 


?.e  i-re  nc  e  s  : 
ABBREVIATED  CITATION: 


FELL  CITATION: 


Ferris  and  M  19S1 

Ferris j  Clifford  and  H  M .  Brown,  1931. 
Butterflies  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  States. 
University  of  Oklahoma  Press,  Norman.  442  pp. 

Pyle  1961 

Pyle,  Robert  Michael,  1931,  The  Audubon  Society 
Field  Guide  to  North  American  Butterflies, 
Alfred  A.  KnopE,  Inc,,  New  York.  515  pp , 

Scott  1936 

Scott,  J-  A,  1966,  The  Butterflies  of  North 
America;  A  Natural  Hi  story  and  Field  C-uide . 
Stanford  University  Press,  Stanford. 

Cal  iforni.a , 

Stanford  and  A  1993 

Stanford,  Ray  E,  and.  Paul  A,  Opler,  1953.  Atlas 
of  Western  USA  Butterflies.  Denver  and  Fort 

Col line,  Colorado.  275  pp. 
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APPENDIX  B 
PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


The  request  for  public  review  and  comment  on  the  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  and 
the  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Medical  -  Dental  Clinic,  was  announced  in  The 
Gazette  Telegraph  on  30  Nov  00.  The  final  draft  EA  and  FONSI  were  placed  in  the  Pen¬ 
rose  General  Library,  Penrose  local  history  desk  and  Colorado  Springs  main  library  for  a 
period  of  30  days.  No  public  comments  were  received. 
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nimfMjwr  July  pudifitd  for  iJtic  punting-  of  legal  notices  and 
advertisement  within  Ihe  meaning:  of  the  laws  ol  the  $Liie  of 

(."(ilt'raiki 


_  ^ .■ _ 

Pit  At*  SMITH 

Legal  Sales  Representative 


Tia  sail  Sijlsr 

SL-  tarfa  Ejsi. 

r.-.tj  -j  iwi.-ii  I'  !'/. 
■"4ft  n  til  |  a  I  A'.LHS=ir-fl~l  l:r  ■ 
Jicc  ,-3£j  1£!."L-  Sr.)  Si- 

-ain-Hr^a  In  cfalnil  A 

II 

S-hiiF-var.  Cun-lMt*.  |K? 
:j  -  i  decs  rwi  !*■*■  r  a?a»W 
it  :  ■  i . r.  >esi*f  ■  >*!^? 

M-m  iKi'^l+lw  nMniiw 
i-jisO'fiL-t  -»fJ.ir*S 

|Kjl*. 

t -Sj  1 1 fk- 1 1 1: a r Lc m ' i  j ' r m"!  j i 

-rlHinl.id  In 

sa-oJ-j>ejjrw  t  ‘•■■fi'rjSiGtvv 
rv  i-iir.  c  a-  sia  Etna  I  'rt  r*- 
nil  'ii  j  lib!  m(  ici!;«-ic  fni 
.  "I  -  t-aiTte  S  i-s  .sJS! 

snMti'oi  tn.'ist 


■TStfl  L Li h  St  YYinr  nvilEl 

l  *jL  ■£  iCOn.Twi  ?.i  ihi  it 
aecap-c-!.  ¥ih  ilH  v»*l-  It 
■I-..-.  I^nlr  Iran  ”ic,  I  i-a  Use 
31.  TWO.  il  ir-p  itfpw* 
dacte  ar  i ha  till  Lib'nv  Hfl 
ii l’ j'.r.j'iS  i  CiriTjr.  SKO  M. 
Ul-ca  BNf.!  V}'» 

M  H.  CiKaik;  ^bt- 

rsj*Kibi:LCi5ia-F 
■civ  n  - 1*.  a r  i>.  ..  jl  -iA  .’-".t 

l:  Jtwi  Sttn 

laiCE  Wcifftlblic  ^lUiij  ‘V 
^o,.  II  nhni' 


is  l-  1  ai  £ 
*u.iJT.ii<y saL  iga: 


SuHserihed  onJ  svnoTn  i?>  huis  ?flth  tiay  ^?t  Nov^naper  2000. 
jt  said  C  iiy  of  Colorado  Springs 
\L.  •  ::-.nti nttnn  CKpi n: v  Au^u&l  4.  2(K)4 

^  Our, _ ft  .  _T.,^,dL _ 

DEAN  K  READ 


TsCtara  Pahlic 


^vitTUrtr'V^^ 


T  -,r 

_-/  iy  r\ 

-  C  Jsr 


)  O  = 
lO  :0  T 

P'J^V  „/ <?  A 


. 

rtt  .ar  CV  A" 

f-  CT  l.A' 


■- :tiir: 


H,'ii 


>  •■j-<-.-s;,v  f"Mirn  af-fj  pj 


The  Cnrelie 


